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I. INTRODUCTION 



n. BACKGROUND 

The Defense Retail Int enservi ce Support (DRIS) Program 

was established in 1973- The purpose for the Program is 

stated in Department of Defense (DOD) Regulation 4000- 19R: 

« - -to promote intersev^vice, interdepartrnent a 1 , and 

interagency supp>ort within the Department of Defense and 
among part i c i pat i ng non-DOD agencies and to improve-? 
ef f ect i veness and economy in operations by eliminating 
duplicate support services among DOD Components and 
part ici pat ing non—DOD agencies without j eopard i 2 i ng 
mission accomp 1 i shment s CRef- 1, p. il. 

The supjport services being referred to are base support 
services- Base support services include over 100 categories 
of services, such as civilian personnel support, laundry, 
police and fire services, maintenance of real property, and 
maintenance of vehicles at U- S- military i nst a 1 1 at i ons 
around the world CRef- 2, p. SJ - There are significant 
benefits from the elimination of duplicative support 
services at military inst a 1 1 at i ons located within close 
proximity of one another- In a 1900 report, the General 
Accounting Office estimated that eliminating duplication iri 
base support services could have saved ^12 billion in the 
fiscal year 1978 Defense budget alone CRef- 3, p- i I! - 

Interservice Support Agreements (ISSAs) are one method 
specified by the DRIS Program for eliminating duplication of 
base support services within a geographic area- These 
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agreement B identify one activity as being the host and 
another activity as being the tenant. The ISSft document s 
the types and levels of support the host activity agrees to 
provide to the tenant activity. 

B. OBJECTIVE ftND RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

This thesis focuses on the adm i n i st rat i on of ISSAs by 
individuals located at eight U- S. Navy shore i nst a 1 1 at i ons 
within the continental United States. (These individuals 
are referred to as "field managers".) The objective of this 
study was to determine how ISSAs are actually being 
administrated by field managers at U. S. Navy shore 
i nst a 1 1 at i ons. 

The research questions addressed three issues: the 

administ rat ion of ISSAs by field managers, the issue of 
disputes between hosts and tenants over the i nt er pret at i on 
of ISSAs, and the det errn i nat i on and use of cost savings 
reported by field managers. Speci f i cal 1 y , the research 

q uest i ons were : 

(1) Are managers experiencing any problems in preparing 
and/or adm ini st rat i ng ISSAs? If so, what are these 
problems and what are some recommended solutions? 

(E) How frequently do disputes arise over ISSAs? Are 
there any cate gov*' ies of disputes that appear to 
recur? How are disputes resolved? 



a 



(3) How are the reported cost savings that result from 



having host-tenant agreements determined? What is 
being done with this data? 

C. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

One of the criticisms of the DRIB Program is that the 
Defense Department is not aggressively pursuing interservice 
support agreements as a method for consol idat ing duplicative 
base support se?rvices- Whether or not more ISSAs with other 
activities were possible, at the inst al lat ions selected, was 
not considered by this research- Instead, the thesis was 
designed to focus on what happens after an ISSA has been 
signed by represent at i ves from the host and tenant activi- 
ties- The theoretical framework also established that field 
managers seek to accomplish their missions by maximizing the 
scarce resources they have available to them- One of the 
most important resources is tirne- 

Negotiating ISSAs was perceived by the researcher to be 
an elabov^ate and time consuming process- Hosts and tenants 
are, in effect, entering into contracts with each other- 
Resolving any disputes that arise would take time away from 
a field manager’ s other duties; for example, in the case of 
a financial manager, preparing and executing the budget - 
Negotiation and adrninist rat ion of ISSAs are only two aspects 
of this Prog r am for a field rnana g er - A t h i rd i s d et erm i n i n g 
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and reporting any cost savings that result from having a 
host —tenant agreement - 

The det erminat ion of cost savings was of particular 
interest during the course of this study. Indeed, the 
researcher maintained a strong belief that cost savings are 
one of the major aspects of the DRIS Program. To begin 
with, determining and reporting cost savings is specifically 
emphasized in DOD Regulation 4000. 19R and in OPNPV 

Instruction 4000.84. Plso, the majority of the field 

managers intev^viewed reported they were expending time £<nd 
effort, or requiring tenant activities to expend time and 
effort, to determine cost savings- Cost savings, then, were 
perceived to be an extremely important quantitative measure 
of the value of the DRIS Program. 

D. SCOPE, LIMITATIONS, AND ASSUMPTIONS 
1 - Scope 

The research for this thesis concentrated on the 
preparation and adm i n i st rat i on of ISSAs at eight U. S. Navy 
shore instal lat ions: 

(1) Naval Air Station (NAS) Alameda, California (CA) 

(E) The Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, California 

(3) Naval Station (NS) San Diego, California 

(4) NAS North Island, California 

(5) NS Charleston, South Carolina (SC) 

(6) NS Norfolk, Virginia (VA) 
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(7) NPS Oceana, Virginia 

<8) NS Newport, Rhode Island (RI) 

These i nst a 1 1 at i ons comprise the sample for this thesis- 

The sample size was constrained by time and funding 
considerat ions- Nevert he 1 ess, the eight i nst al 1 at i ons 

selected were considered to constitute a fair sample fov' 
three general reasons- 

First, they are evenly split between the two U- S- 
coasts- Four are located on the west coast and four are o’n 
the east coast- fill four of the west coast inst al lat ions 
happen to be located in California- The reasons for select- 
ing these were the relative ease with which travel and data 
CO 1 1 ect i on cou 1 d be accomp 1 i shed from the Nava 1 Post gv'ad ua 1: e 
School (also located in California) and the fact that thE^ 
majority of the U- S- Pacific Fleet is found in the San Diego 
area- The fact that four of the eight inst al lat ions sampled 
are located in one state is not considered a major 
limit at i on- 

Second, the sample includes some of the l^^v'gest Navy 
inst al 1 at ions in the country- For example. Naval Stations 
San Diego and Norfolk are the largest i nst a 1 1 at i ons on the? 
west and east coasts, respectively- 

Third, the eight i nst a 1 1 at i ons are fairly represen- 
tative of the types of Navy inst a 1 1 at i ons found within the 



continental U- S- 



P1 though similarities and disparities 



among the i nst a 1 1 at i ons can be identified, it is beyond the 
scope of this thesis to pv'ovide a cornprehensi ve review of 
them. However, to argue the point that the sample selected 
does represent fairly the population of Navy i nst a 1 1 at i ons 
within the United States, some s i rn i 1 ar' i t i es and disparities 
are presented below. 

Naval Stations San Diego, Charleston, and Norfolk 
(and to a lesser degree, Newport and Hlarneda) are similar in 
that they serve as homeports to surface ships- Three of the 
i nst a 1 1 at i ons are dissimilar because they are Naval Hir 
Stationss Hlameda, North Island, and Oceana- The Naval 
Postgraduate School has an education mission. Naval Station 
Newport includes the Naval War College, another activity 
with an education mission, as well as the Surface Wav'fare 
Officers Schools Command, a major training facility- Naval 
Stations San Diego, Charleston, and Norfolk are also major 
training sites because each of these bases contains a large 
Fleet Training Center. Naval Pir Stations P lamed a, Mortii 
Island, and Oceana do not. Neither does the Naval 
Post graduat e School , 

The variation that exists among these i nst a 1 1 at i ons 
(whether in the number of tenant activities, the specific 
types of tenant activities, or the specific kinds of support 
offered) is seen as a positive element- This is because the 
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variety is considered to support the argument that the 
sample fairly represents the entire population of Navy 
i nst a 1 1 at i ons within the United States- 

Only relat ionsh i ps documented by an ISSP were used- 
Memoranda of Underst and ing and Memoranda of Agreement were 
not considered as data for the thesis, for sevev'al reasoris- 
These documents do not have a specified format. Nor is 

there a requirement to determine and report cost savings 

associated with them- Further, OPNfiVINST 4000-34 specifical- 
ly requires all host-tenant agreements be documented on an 
ISSP, DD Form 1144 CRef. 4, p. 11 . 

The research was limited to the perspective of field 
managers at host aictivities- It was originally planned to 
interview a sample of managers at tenant activities- This 
plan was dropped, however, because of concerns that time 
would permit the researcher to interview, at best, managers 
at only two tenant activities per i nst a 1 1 at i on- The 
researchev" strongly felt that the data gathered from such a 

meager sample of the tenant population would be an 

inadequate base upon which to build any conclusioris or 
recornmendat i ons concerning the Navy DRIS program. 

£- L i mi t at ions 

The limitations of this thesis are: 

(1) There is an on-going debate between DRIS Program 

rnanagE?rs in Washington D- C- over the future of the' 
DRIS Progv^arn. This debate is discussed in Chapter 
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II- Ps a result of this debate, the possibility 
exists that the findings presented in this thesis may 
be overcome by event s- 

(£) The findings represent only the perspectives of field 
managers at host activities- 

3- fissumpt i ons 

The researcher made two assumptions- One, that the 
information given to him by the field managers interviewed 
was, to the best of the field managers’ knowledge, accurate- 
Two, that the reader was familiar enough with the DRIS Pro- 
gram that an exhaustive explanation of it was unnecessary- 

E- METHODOLOGY 

The methodology selected was personal inter'views- 
Interviews were conducted with individuals responsible for 
either adrninistrat ing, supervising, or supporting the DRIS 
Program in the Navy- There were two groups of these 
individuals- The first were the field managers- The second 
g-roup was comprised of persons located in Wash i ngt on, D- C- 
and at the Prmy Logistics Management Center in Fort Lee, 
V i r g i ri i a - 

This methodology was selected because it offered the 
researcher the greatest degree of flexibility to gather 
data- Specifically, it was decided that using an instrument 
such as a survey would restv'ict the people being queried to 
ansv'^ering only within the range of responses provided on the 



14 



ssur^vey- Pino t her advantage to using interviews, was that it 

allowed the V'esearcher to inst<~mtly eliminate any confusion 
Burv^ounding a question being asked- Likewise, the 

researcher was able to follow up on relevent points made by 

the interviewee, as well as resolve any perceived 

inconsi stencies and confusion encountered during the course 
of the interview- PI final advantage offered by intev^views 
was that it provided a means by which the researcher could 
be referred t o other i nd i v i d ua Is, when a p£^rt i cu 1 ar q uest i or» 
was either beyond the expertise or realm of respons i b i 1 i t y 
of the person currently being i nt ev^v i ewed - 
1 - Interviews UJith Field Managers 

The rna j or i t y of the f i nd i n g s pr esen t ed i n t h i s 
thesis wev“-e derived from these interviews- The form^it fov“- 
these interviews is explained in Pppendix B- The 

determining factors used by the researcher to select an 
i nd i V i d ua 1 for a field mana g er i n t ar v i ew were : 1 en g t h o f 

time the individual had been in his or her job, the 
experience level the individual felt ha/she had attained in 
regards to the prepar^it i on and adrn i n i st rat i on of host-tenant 
agreements, and the specific respons i b i 1 i t i es the individual 
had- Significant details of these interviews follow- 
a- NPS P lamed a, CP 

The Pssistaxnt Budget Officer was int ervi evJGid- 
The responsi bi 1 it ies of this individual included supervising 
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the preparation and adrn i n i st rat i on of ISSHs. 



This interviev'j 



was conducted on-site- 

b- The Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, CP 

The Public Works Pdrnin ist r'at i ve Officer was 
interviewed- This person’ s responsi bi 1 it ies included 

preparation and adrni n i st rat i on of the ISSPs for the Naval 
Postgraduate School- This interview was conducted on-site- 
c- NS San Diego, CP 

Th e f i v's t i n t erv i e w at this i nst a 1 1 at i on v^>as 

with an Engineering Technician assigned to the Staff Civil 
Engineering Office. This individual is responsible for 
preparing and adrn i n i st rat i ng the services pov^tion of the 
ISSPs at Naval Station San Diego, and was regarded by his 
supervisors as the field rnanagev" for the i nst a 1 1 at i on.. This 
interview was conducted on-site- 

The researcher"- was referred by the field manager 
to the Cornpt rol 1 er ’ s Of fice for information regarding the 
det erminat ion and reporting of cost savings- Pt the 
Comptrol ler’ s Office, the Comptroller was interviewed thv'ee 
times- One of these interviews was conducted on-site- The 
remainder were conducted over the telephone- 
d- NPS North Island, CP 

P Efudget Pnalyst was interviewed- This 
individual is responsible for prepav^ing and adrn i n i st ra b i ng 
the ISSPs at this i nst a 1 1 at i on- This interviei'j was 

cond uct ed on-s i t e - 
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e. NS Chariest on, SC 

n Management ftnalyst in the Resources Management 
Department was interviewed- This individual is responsible 

for the preparation and adm i n i st v^at i on of ISSAs at Naval 
Station Charleston- This interview was conducted over the 

telephone- 

f. NS Norfolk, VPl 

P Management Analyst in the Cornpt rol ler ’ s Office 
was i nt erv i ewed » Th i s person i s res pons i b 1 e for pr e par 1 n g 
and adrni ni st rat i ng the n^^vaxl station ISSPis- This intev^view 
was conducted over the telephone- 
g- NPS Oceana, VPl 

The Supervisor fov' Commercial Pctivities was 
interviewed- This person is responsible for the prepav'a b i on 
and adrninistrat ion of ISSPs at Naval Pir Ste^tion Oceana- 
This interview was conducted over the telephone- 
h- NS Newport, RI 

The Financial Manager for the Navaxl Educ at i o’ri 
and Training Center at Naval Station Newport was 
interviewed. This person’ s respons i b i 1 i t i es include 

supervising the single Budget Pnalyst who actually prepares 
and adrnini strat es the ISSPs at this i nst a 1 1 at i on- This 
interviev^j was conducted over the telephone- 
s’- Other Int erviews 

Te 1 e ph one i nt erv i ews were a 1 so cond uct ed with D R I S 
Program coordinators in Washington, D- C- , and with the 
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course coordinator of the DRIS course at the Prrny Logistics 
Management Center in Fort Lee, Virginia- The purpose of 
these interviews was to obtain background information on the 
DRIS Program. 

In Washington, D. C- , the Resistant to the DOD DRIS 
Program Rdrn i n i st rat or v^^as interviewed. This individual is 
assigned in the Installation Support office of the Office of 
the Resistant Secretary of Defense (Requisition and Logis- 
tics). Rlso interviewed was the tJavy Executive Coord i nat i ricj 
Rgent for the DRIS Pro gram - 

Rt the Rrrny Logis,tics Management Center, the coov*'-- 
d i nat or of the DRIS Co ur se vjas i n t erv i ewed . This i nd i v i d ua 1 
instructs field managers sent to Fov't Lee, and has also 
instructc-?d field rnanage-rs V'jhen the course has been taken 
across the country and overseas as exportable training. 

F. DEFINITIONS RND RBBREV I RT I QMS 

Rppendix R is a glossary of terms used in this thesis. 
For ease of refev'ence, a Table of Rbbrev i at i ons is located 
at the beginning of this thesis- 

G. SUMMRRY OF FINDINGS 

The significant findings of this research arc presented 
be 1 ow. 
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1 . 



Problems fldministat iriq ISSfi^ 

The problems faced by field managers can be classi- 
fied into five categories: 

(1) Getting ISSPs Through Tv^o Organ i sat i ons 

(£) Personnel Shortages 

(3) Problems Determining Cost Savings 

(4) Interpreting Applicable Regulations 

(5) Physical Space Problems. 

£- The I ss ue of D i s p u t cs 

Th e f o 1 1 o w i n g i n f or m^At i on s umrn^ir i 2 es the findings 
for t his i ss ue : 

(1) Disputes between hosts and tenants terid to occur 
infrequent ly. 

(£') Disputes tend to be resolved thv^ough negotiation arid 
by referencing the regulations- 

(3) Disputes tend to. be resolved at the lowest practical 
level of an i nst a 1 1 at i ons organisation struct uv^e- 

(4) Generally, disputes tend to occur more often over the 
appropr lateness of a host seeking re i mbuv^sement from 
a tenant. 

3. The Deterrninat ion of Cost Savings 

The following information summarizes the findings 
for this issue: 

(i) Cost savings are determined via non-st andav^d 
methodologies. 

(£) The cost savings that are reported are not verified. 
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(3) Two Bi gni f leant quest ioriE> are raised concerning the 



det errninat ion of cost savings- One, are the 
cost savings accurate? Two, are all possible cost 
savings being reported? 

H- ORGPlNIZnTION OF-' STUDY 

Chapter II pr'ovides a broad overview of the DRIS 
Progv^am- The findings from the interviev'^s conducted with 
the field rnanaxgers are pv'esented in Chapter III. Rll of the 
data gathered by bhe v^esearcher for this study is analyzed, 
in the context of the reseaxrch questions, in Chapter IV. 
F i na 1 1 y , r ecornrnend at i ons for the ad rn i n i st rat i on of I SShs ar e 
offered in Chapter V« 
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II. 



BACKGROUNDS 



THE DR IS PROGRAM 



A. A PROGRAM TO REDUCE THE COST OF BASE SUPPORT SERVICES 

No'rrnally, base? support services are financed by each 
installation receiving funds budgeted for that purpose 
CRef. E, p. E3. With so many military i nst a 1 1 at i ov'is av^ound 
the world (Navy, as well as those belonging to the other 
armed services), it is inevitable that the types of base 
support services being provided at one installation dupli- 
cate the types being provided at other i nst a 1 1 at i ons- If 
these i nst a 1 1 at i ons are 1 oca bed within a reasonable distance 
of each other, then the possibility exists that the best use 
of the base support services funds available within the DGD 
budget is not being made. The 1980 GAO report, that esti- 
rnaited eliminating duplication in base support services could 
have saved billion in the fiscal year 1978 Defense 
budget alone, also repo*rted that civilian personnel costs 
could be reduced thirty percent, if efforts to consolidate 
civilian personnel services were aggressively pursued 
CRef. 3, p. 33. 

While it may seem that duplication in base support 
services in inevitable, tolerating the waste that results 
from a known duplication is avoidable . Since 197E, the DRIS 
Program has existed in order to identify and comb^^t duplica- 
tive base support services. The DRIS Program is actually 
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cornpr i sed 



of two 



d i f f ©rent prog rams. 



The first 



is the 



Commercial Activities Program, This program forces consoli- 
dation of duplicate base support sev^vices by contracting out 
the service to local pv'ivate sector firms- The second 
program is commonly referred to as the DRIS Program. 
Although this is a misnomer (because it neglects the 

Commercial Activities Program) , the phv'ase DRIS Program is 
the official title and will be used throughout this thesis. 

The DRIS Program focuses on eliminating duplicate base 
support services by conso 1 i dat i on thirough interservice 
support- The official definition of interservice support., 
as promulgated in DOD Div^ective 4000- 19R, the authorizing 
directive for the complete DRIS Program, is: 

- - all actions that result in the provision of 

rnaterii^l, facilities, or services support between DCD 
Components or between a DOD Component and a federal 
agency- ERef. 0, p. SS-A-S-l] 

Under the DRIS Program, the type of support being 
referred to is, specifically, retail interservice support - 
The official definition of retail interservice support, also 
presented in DOD Div'ective 4000. 19R, is: "Support aACCorn- 

plished at the post, i nst a 1 1 at i on, and base level, and 
between operating commands with resouv^ces that are available 
to the installation cornmandev^" CRef 5-, p. S6-A-S-3D - 
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D0CUh1Eh4TING RETAIL SUPPORT 



The vehicle for accornp 1 i sh i ng and document i ng retail 
interservice support is generically referred to as a 
host-tenant agreement- In accordance with DOD Regulation 
4000. 19R, host-tenant agreements can take three forms: 

(1) ISSPs 

(E) Memoranda of Agreement 
(3) Memoranda of Underst and i ng - 

Of thesen the most formal type of host-ten^^nt agreement 
is the ISSP, which is issued in a specifically authorized 
format designated DD Form 1144- Throughout this thesis, the 
term ISSP will refer to host— tenant agreements documented on 
a DD Form 1144- Almost half of DOD Regulation 4000- 19R i e; 
devoted to instructions on how to properly fill out an ISSA« 
Unlike ISSAs, Memoranda of Agreement and Memoranda of 
Underst and ing do not have a specified format- Memoranda of 
Agreement and Memoranda of Underst and i ng are sometimes 
attached to an IS3A, in order to elaborate on a particular 
aspect of the ISSA. 

All three formats share a common purpose, however- Ezich 
specifies one activity as the host and another as a tenant- 
Also, each specifies the types and levels or quantities of 
services the host agrees to provide a te3nant- Special 
provisions, such as the rates being charge?d by the host and 
the reimbursement s the tenant is expected to pay back to the 



host, may also be included- 



In a 1900 study on the DRIS Program, the GPO called 
host -tenant agreements, . . we 1 1 -t v" i ed methods for 

providing support services while reducing costs" CRef- 3, 
p. 181- The GPiO also cited the advantages of using 
host -tenant agreements throughout a spe?ci f ied geograph ical 
area. The advantages cited were: 

(1) a single focal point with in-depth knowledge of the 

support functions and resources for providing support 
V‘jithin the area, 

(£) capability for det ceiled analyses of the administra- 
tive and functional requirements of each tenant 
act i vi ty, 

(3) a streamlined support structure that could be readily 
compared with cornmerc i a 1 con b ract i ng cos>t s 
CRef. 3, p- 131- 

C. POLICIES GOVERNING THE DRIS PROGRAM 

1 - DOD-Nide Policies for the DRIS Program 

The policies for the DRIS Program, DOD-wide, are 
contained in two documents. The first is DOD Directive 

4000- 19R; the second is DOD Regulation A000- 19R. DOD 
Directive 4-000. 19R takes precedence over, and authov'ir^es the 
regulations contained in DOD F^egulation 4000- 19R- Compared 
to DOD Regulation 4000- 19R, only broad policy guidelines av'e 
contained in DOD Directive 4000- 19R- 
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DOD Regulation 400tZi, 19R is commonly refer-ned to as 
the DR IS Regulations or DR 1 3 Manual, and is extensively used 
by field managers adrn i n i st rat i ng ISSOs throughout the DOD- 
Detailed guidance regarding host-tenant re 1 at i onsh i ps, as 
well as instructions for filling out an ISSPi are provided- 

Some of the most significant policies contained in 
these two documents are as followss 

(1) The DRIS Program is to be governed by DOD Regul£\bion 
4000. 19R. 

(£) The DRIS Program is to be overseen by the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Requisition and Logistics). 
Within this office are two individuals with authov“ity 
over the DRIS Progv^arn. The fiv^st is the Director for 
Installation Rssistance. The second is the DRIS 
Program Rdrninistrator fov^ DOD. 

(3) Rll DOD Components (see Appendix A) are required to 
review their self-support capabilities- If a 
duplication in effort is discovered with anothev" DOD 
Component, in close pv-'oxirnity to the first, action is 
to be taken so that the duplication of effort may be 
eliminated by use of a suppov^t agreernent- 

(4) ISSAs are to be effective for six years maximum.^ 
reviews of ISSAs are to be accomplished by the host 
and tenant activities every three years. 

(5) In the event of a dispute, efforts are to be made at 
the local level to revolve it. If these efforts 
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fail, the disipute is to be brought to the attention 
of whomever acts as the i nt ev^serv i ce support coordi- 
nator' for the DOD Components involved. Two rules are 
provided in the event of a dispute. One, the dispute 
is not to interfere with the missions of the DOD 
Components involved. Two, the host activity is to 
continue providing the same level of support until 
the dispute is resolved and a change in the level of 
support is approved by highe?r authority. 

(b) n host activity cannot spont aneous 1 y "terminate, 
change, or reduce" the support being provided a 
tenant activity- DOD Directive 4O00. 19R specifi- 
cally states that a minimum of 130 days notice is 
required before any deviation is made in the type or 
level of support a host activity agreed to provide a 
t enant act i vi ty . 

(7) Pi host activity is required to reecover, via reim- 
bursements, the net identifiable costs that result 
from providing support to a tenant. 

(8) Savings that result f*rom two activities entering into 
a host -tenant agreement are to be recorded on the 
ISSPl. Pi special block, numbered 7PI, is contained o'n 
the ISSPI for' this. Savings r'eported are to be either- 
avoidance savings or budget savings (see Pppendix H) . 
Table 1 lists the cost savings reported DOD-wide from 
Fiscal Year (FY) 75 to FY 35 CRef. 6, p. iiiD. 
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TABLE 1: SELECTED DQD-WIDE DRIS 

PROGRAM STATISTICS 

BUDGET 
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Navy-Specific Policies for the DRIS Pronrarn 



Additional regulations and policies specifically 
applicable to Navy host -tenant re 1 at i onsh i ps av*'e contained 
in OPNAVINST 4000.84. Some of the most significant policies 
contained in this document are listed and discussed below- 

(1) Navy policies for host-tenant agreements will be in 
accordance with the regulations contained in DOD 
Regulation 4000. 19R, 

(S) Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) office OP— 443 is 
responsible for adm i n i st rat i ng the Navy DF^IS 
Program. The Navy Executive Coordinating Agent for' 
the DRIS Program is located in this office- This 
individual supervises the Navy DRIS Program and 
serves as the liaison between the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Logistics) 
and the Navy in matters pertaining the the DRIS 
Prograrn- 

(3) All host— tenant agreements are? to be recorded on an 
ISSA, 

(4) Savings that result from either interservice or 
intraservice agreements must be recorded on the 
ISSA. (An interservice agreement would be between 
a Navy activity and a non— Navy activity. An 
intraservice agreement vMould be between two Navy 



£*a 



act i'vi t ies. ) 



D. 



FORhinL TRHINING nVPILflBLE 



Fov^rnaxl training in the DRIB Program, with ernphaeis on 
the adrninist rat ion of ISSFis, is available at the U. S. Prrny 
Logistics Management Center located at Fort Lee, Virginia. 
The program of instruction lasts five days and is known as 
the DRIB Course. 

The DRIB Course is designed to provide tv^aining to 
i nd i V i d ua 1 s wh ose res pons i b 1 1 i t i es i nc 1 ud e t h e pr epar a t i on 
and adrninistrat ion of IBSPs. P complete course descr i p)t i on, 
class convening dates, ^md the requirements for enportable 
training may be obtained by contacting the DRIB Progr'am 
Office at Fort Lee- Borne of the most si gn i f i cav'it inst-ruc- 
tion topics of the DRIB Course ares 

( 1 ) I n t y’' o d 1-1 c t i in r i t ci t hi e DRIB P y ' o g r a rn , 

(£) Inty^oduct ion to the Defey^ise Logistics Studies 

Infoy^rnat ion Exchange database, 

(3) DRIB oy^gan i cat i on, functions and y'espons i bi 1 i t i es, 

.(T) Negotiating the suppo'rt agy^eernent, 

(5) Completing ^u'l IBBP (DD Fov^rn 

(6) Detey^rnining suppov^t costs, 

(7) Detey^rnining costs savings- CRef- 711 

E. TROUBLED PflBT, UNCERTHIN FUTURE 
1. DR I LB to DRIB 

The DRIB Py'ogy'arn has its r'oots in the Defense Retail 
I nt ersey^v i ce Logistics Buppoy^t Py^ogy^arn (DRILB), which was 
established duy^ing the Koy^ean Way^- Unlike the DRIB Py'*ogy*'£^m, 
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the DRILS Progv'arn was strictly voluntary. Fifty c£itegories 
of logistics support services were defined by the DRILS 
Pr'ograrn- The different services were only encouraged 

(instead of directed) to explore ways to shar'e the costs of 
providing logistics suppor-'t. CRef. 3, p. 1 H 

In 1973, two significant policy changes caused the 
DRILS Program to be superceded by the DR IS Program- First, 
efforts to consolidate support services were no longer Just 
encouraged. The services were directed to review all 
support capabilities and work bo eliminate duplications of 
effov't. Second, fifty— one categories of adrn i n i st rat i ve 
support wcore added for the services to consolidate where 
practical. CRef- 3, p« 13 

Pit the same time, a decision wais made by DOD 
Policy-makers to establish a central database for the 
collection of all ISSPls. This database was designated the 
DRIS Databank- The functions of the DRIS Databank were to 
maintain copjies of all ISSPis and extv“act from them quaritDiar- 
live data (such as numbers of ISSPis throughout DOD, the 
value of suppoY't services listed on all ISSPs, avoidance 
savings and budget savings achieved). The DRIS Databank was 
also responsible for issuing a r-'epov^t each quay-'ter that 
contained statistical i n f oi-'m^^t i on derived from the ISSPs. 

Special reports, such as for management studies, could a\lso 
be ordered from the DRIS Dat^Ab^rnk- The DRIS Databank came 
on-line in 1974. Dv^iginally, it was located at the Deferise 
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Lo g i st i cs Cent er 



in Battle Creek, Michigan- 



In 1904, the 



database and all respons i b i 1 i t i es associated with it were 
transf ev^v^ed to the Defense Base Operations Analysis Office? 
in Alexandria, Virginia- 

CY-iticisrn of the E)RIS Proprarn 

Only two years after being implemented, the DR IS 
Program began to dv^av^ fire from critics inside and outside 
the Defense Department. In 1975, a study by analysts 
^^ssigned to the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff reported 
that the DR IS Program was not receiving adequate support by 
the individual services and recommended that a pe-rrnel of flag 
officers, drawn fv’^orn each service, be created to str-E^ngthen 
the credibility of the DRIS Program CRef. £, p. 31 . 

The same year, the GAO issued its first criticism of 
the DRIS Program. This report sur'veyed the administrait ion 
of the DRIS Program at i nst a 1 1 at i ons located in the Western 
Pacific.. The repov^t concluded that the DRIS Progv^arn V'jas 
ineffective because? the designated DRIS Coordinators at 
var i o us act i v i t i es were ass i g ned on a par t — t i me bas i s , t h e 
program as a whole was Y'lOt considered a h i gh — pr i or i t y by the 
i nst a 1 1 at i on commanders, and the conso 1 i dat i on st ud i es be i ng 
performed were of poov^ quality. Also cited were the regula— 
t i ons g o ver n i n g the D FH S Pro g ram - GAO ana 1 y st s did no 
consider the wording forceful or' clear enough to force 
conso 1 idat ions- CRef. £, p. 33 
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In 1976, a report by the Defense Supply Pgency 
Auditor General concluded that personnel at i nst a 1 1 at i ons 
were stymied in their efforts to consolidate services by 
labor turnover, insufficient facilities support, and a 

reluctance to turn over local service support to another 
organization CRef^ 6, p, . 

DR I 3 Program managers within DGD attempted to 

correct the shortcomings pointed out. The most significant 
p r o g r“- a m c h a rj g e w a s t hi e c v' e a t i o r i o f J‘ 'i' i n t I r 1 1 e r- s e r v i c e 

Resource Study Groups (JIRSGs) in 1978, JIRSGs wc’re 

established in geogv'aphic av“-eas where there v-jere se?veral 
relatively large military i nst a 1 1 at i ons. Exzirnples are l;he 

znreas around Sari Diego, California and Norfolk, Virginia- 
I r I f c« r m a t i «:« ri p -r' •::* v i cJ e d by t h e A m y L iZ« g i s t i c s- Cent e r i r‘i d i a a t e s 

there are fifty-six JIRSGs worldwide; forty-three are 

located v*jithin the continental U« S. and thirteen ar'e located 
overseas CRef. 9, p. 33. Comprised of experienced managers 
fv'om bhe i nst a 1 1 at i ons located within the geographic area, 
JIRSGs are V'esponE; i b 1 e for studying the suppor^t services at 
e a c h i n s t a 1 1 a t i o n a ri d rep o r' 1: i n g hi e t h e r o r' n c« t c o n iis o 1 i ci a t i «o ri 
of services is feasible. 

In 1980, the GAO again issued severe criticism of 
t he of feet i veness o f the D R I S Pro g r c\m - GAO ch ^ir g ed t h at t h e 
ser'vices wev'c being extremely parochial and, in essence, 
paying only lip service to the goals of the DRIS P*rogram. 
As a r-esult, billions in potential savings were be i rig lost 



every year- The impact JIF^^SGs were making towc^rdc consoli- 
dation of support services VMas also reported to be minimal- 
GOA analysts concluded that JIF^SG studies were poorly 
defined and that the assumptions made in many studies wev'e 
faulty. CF\ef. 3, pp. 

Another critical report W£ts issuc-?d by the? Defense 
Audit Service in 19S3- The findings of this report corrob- 
orated the findings of the I960 GAO study, particularly i vi 
r e g r' d s t o * t !i e e f f e o t i v e r» e s s c* f J I R 3 G s . A s i g n i f i o a r> i: 
finding of this report was that, overall, DOD appe^av■'ed to be? 
putting emphasis on the Commercial .Activities Pv'ogram. 
I nst a 1 1 at i ons, i t was not cd , wev'e i nd i v i d ua 1 1 y cont ract i ng 
out for a variety of base support services- This lack of 
or-gani r at iovi prevented base support services from being 
organized in the most efficient and effective ways. CF^ef- C, 
p. 4H 

All of this criticism d i d not escape t h e at t en t i on 
of Congress- E«eg inning in 1983, Congv'ess began to mal<e 
reductions in the amounts of money the Services were 
requesting for base operations support- In FY S3, '^50 

million was cut from the DOD budget for base operations- 
During FY 34 and FY 86, Congress made similar budget cuts. 
CRef- 8, p- 33 

One implication of these cuts seems clear to the 
'researchers Congress views intev'se*rvice cooperation at the 



installation level as rninirnc^l and is giving wav'nings that it 



cons i der s bast? 



opev^ations budgets ripe for 



cut s. 



l*J i t h 



substantial Defense E?udget cuts looming over the next few 
years, money for' base support services may become increas- 
ingly difficult to defend against budget reduct ioris. 

3- The D R I S Pro q r a m in 1386 

In a memorandum dated E’S Hpr'i!, 198G, the nssistavit 
D i r ect o*r for I nst all at i on Support prov i ded an i nd i cat i on t o 
the Executive Coov^d i nat i ng Pigents of all three services that 
DOD was beginning to look harder at the DRIS Program. The 
Assistant Secretary recalled the first task of all rriGi?mbers 
of the Defense Department set' down by the Deputy Secretary 
of Defenses 

The first of these tasks involves giving more autliority 
£\nd v'espons i b i 1 i t y to the doers, and to redirect head-* 
q Li a V" t e 1 *' s e f f c« v'* t s a v-*; a y f o rn r e s t r i c t i n g a r i d rn i*^ e t o vi a ) •• d 
facilitating the work that must be done. CRef. 10, p- 1] 

The Assistant Director then announced that the 
involvement of the Office of the Secretary of Defense in a 
centralized pv'ograrn, such as the DRIS Databank, was not in 
keeping with the spirit of the above. Input into the DRIS 
Databank was ordered stopped and ^ny requirements for- 
reports fr'om the DRIS Databank were ordered to be rescinded. 
Components could rnaintaxin a DRIS d^\tabc“^se, if the?y desired. 
CRef. 10, p. i: 

The researcher i nt erv i e^^>ed the Navy E>:ecutive 

Coov^d i nat i ng Agent for the DRIS Program in Novembfr^r of 1986- 
This individual reported that all three services were 
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pv*'epari ng reclarnas to the do^cision, but that the DRIS 
Databank was present ly nob <a visible organ i sat i on. 

Iri October of 1936 , another rnernorand urn was issued by 
the Assistant Director for Installation Support- This 
rnernorandurn proposed sv>;eeping changes to the DRIS Program on 
several fronts. First, the DRIS Regulations were dramati- 
cally reduced. The cu'rrent DOD Regulation 4 i 2 i 00 « 19 F^ ruris 
a p pr o X i rna b e 1 y se v en t y — one p a g es 5 b h e pro posed new re g u 1 a — 
tions are contained in only two pages- 

Sec o ri d , rn o r e v' e s p o n i b i 1 i t y f o e f f i c i 0 n t p e r a b i c« ri 

0 f rn i 1 i t ary i nst all at i ons is to be g rant ed to t h e i rist a 1 1 a- 
t i o r I c o rn rn ci n d e v' s - U r i d e i: h e p v*' p 'D s e d ri e r e g u 1 a b ;i. «::• r 1 , 

1 n s t a 1 1 a t i cj v\ c «r« rn rn a n d e r s a. r e t <o b e a 1 1 iii w e cl rn o r e f r e c d cj rn t o 
a 1 locate b ii e rn o ri e y i n t In e i r b lk cJ g e t s s b h e y s e e f :i. b ; b h a 
Office of the Secv^etary of Defense will not seek to force 
conso 1 i dat i ons of base support services- The decision to 
engage in interservice support agreements or not will rest 
so 1 e 1 y with the i ns t a 1 1 at i on command er - 

Third, a new format for the ISSAs was propjosed. Thei^ 
rn s t s i g n i f i c a ri t c h ri g e is t in a b the r e is n in s p) c e lO ri t hj C:? 
d r'cx f t I SS A t o r e por t cost sa v i n g s - Th i s co i nc i d es w i t h t h e 
decision to phase out the DRIS Databank at the DOD level - 

Fouv^t h H the rnernorand urn proposed rep 1 ac i ng J" I RSGs 
with a new g rj u p titled J ci i n t I ri s t a 1 1 a t i o *n A s i s t a ri c e G r- in t..i p 
(JIAC“)s). JIAGs will operate and be staffed just like 
J I RSGs, Un 1 i kc? J I RSGs, however, b he pr i nc i pa 1 f unct i on o f a 



JIHG will riot bG to conduct ctudies and r^ecornrncnd conso 1 i da- 



tionc where practicable. The proposed rnieeion for- the JIPiGs 
i 3 , g e *n e V' a 1 1 y , to p o m o b e e s c« l\ r c e eh a, r i n g a m o n g 

i net 1 1 at i one and facilitate the exchange of information 
among i nst a 1 1 at i one on "new and innovative ideas to improve 
base support" CRef. 11, p. 63 

The researcher interviewed the Pssistant to the DOD 
DRI3 Program Pldrn i n i st ra b or in Ocbober of 1986. This indivi - 
dual reported that the proposed changes to the DRIE> Pr'ogram 
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money as they see fit. The interviewee kidded that the 
proposed changes to the DRIS Progr£\rn were part of a larger 
effort by the Defense Department to eliminate ov^ rninimiire as 
m a n y e g li 1 a t i o n s a s p ‘.n s s i b 1 e « 

The Navy Executive Coordinating Pgent for the DRIS 
Program repeated many oF these points. This individual also 
reported that the services were prE?paring rec lamas to the? 
proposed changes. The reclarnas were due to the Assistant 
Secret o f De f ense ( Peq u i s i t i on and Lo g i st i cs ) i n ear 1 y 

D e c e rn h e r ID f 1986. fi final d e c i s i ci r i o n t h e f i j t u r e f b I i e 
DRIS Progr£^rn is expected iri 19S7. 



F. 
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chapte’r provided a broad overview of the DR IS 
The rernairider of this thesis discusses thca 
and presents the findings. Finally, Ch^ipter' V 

o rn e c 'D ri c 1 u i «r> ri s and r e c o rn m e *n d a t i •::> n •!» f t h e 
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III. PRESENTf'lTIQN OF FINDINGS 
F"RQh1 FIELD MHNhGER INTERVIEWS 



P). PROFILE OF FIELD NPNPGERS INTERVIEWED 

The purpose of this section is to provide the reader 
with descriptive information about the field managers 
interviewed- Four charact er i st i cs of these iridividuals are 
presented^ their titj.es^ longevity in current jobs, level 
of education achieved, and wliethev' or not they havG^ received 
formal training in the DR IS Program and ISSP adm i n i st rat i on. 
The i”' e a s c* n s:> f o r p v' e s e ri t i n g this i r i f o rn a t i c« n d i f f e r' w i t hi e a c hi 
ch ar act cv" i st i c . 

Tibi 0 s a r e p v*' e s c* n t e d s o t hi at t hi e r e a d e r m ay g a i ri a s e n s e 
for the var i o us pos i t i ohs ( and assoc i at ed r espons i b i 1 i t i es ) 
held by the persons interviewed for this study. Job longev- 
ity is presented so that the reader may gain a sense for the 
degree of expertise each field manager has attained in his 
o i*"' hi e r p 'O sit i o n , P n e d u c a t i o n a 1 p v' o f i 1 e is p r e s e ri t e d t •-:« 
pY-'ovide an indication of the^ p^<rticula\r skills each field 
rn a n a g e r b r i n g t c« h i s o r h e r p o s i t i c« ri - F i ri ally, vi h e t hi e i- ' o r 
not the field rnan^igers received formal training in the DF<IS 
P r o g v“* s^i rn a ri d I S S P a d rn i n i s t r' a t ion is p r o s e n t e d in 'O r cJ e t o 
pv*'o V i d e ^^r\ i nd i ca t i on of the t y pe o f t r a ini n g , e i t h er forma 1 
or informal, these individuals received pri«::<r to <assurning 
t h e i r pos i t i ons , 
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1 - T i t 1 

Table 2. surnrriar i zes this i n format i on. The table was 

constructed from the responses given bo the question, “What 
is your current GS Rating and Title"? In the intev^est of 
privacy, G3 ratings were not presented. 

Field Manager Lonqc^vity In Current Jobs 

Table 3 summarizes this> information. The basis for- 
this table v-'jere the responses given to the question, “How 
1 i::i n g h a v e y u b e e r i i ri y o u i ' p r' e s e v 1 1 j c< b ' ' ? R e s p o r j s e b y 
rn a ri a g e v" s o f f a c t i n s ci f y e a r s a r e i n d i a a t e d b y t h e “1 ( •:• 
than" symbol - 

3. E d u c a t j. o r i P r f i 1. e 

Table 4 surnmerrizes this data- Pdding up the total 
n u m b 0 r" o f field rn a ri a g e r s i rt T a !□ 1 e 4 yields a s u rn o f n i r» e .. 
This reflects the fact that one of the field manager's earned 
a Bachelor’s degree prior to earning an 

4. F orrna 1 Tra i n i no Rece i ved E^y Field Mana q c^rs 

Table 5 summarizes the data fo*r this scctiori. T^•^e 



f o c u s h e r e i 


whether 


o r n o t 


t hi e 


f i e 1 d rn a ri a g e r' 's ii a v e 


received any 


f o^’'ni£^l 


training 


i ri 


the p u V*' p «ii s. 0 a r i d / ci i " 



adrni n i st r'at ion of the DRIS Program. Two of the eight field 
managers (twenty-five percent of the sample) reported tliat 
they had received formal training. 

Both of these field rnanzigers cornp)leted the five day 
DRIS Course- The timeliness of the training varied. Pt 
Naval Pir Station Nor^th Island, the field manager completed 
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TOBLE 



TITLES OF FIELD MPlNflGERS INTERVIEWED 



NR OF FIELD MaNOGER 

IlILE WiId..iyQI_IiI!=i 

FINONCIOL NONOGER 1 

OSSISTftMT 

BUDGET OFFICER 1 

PUBLIC WORKS 

ODMINISTRRTIVE OFFICER 1 

MniMPGEMENT PNOLYST E 



BUDGET AMfiLYST. 1 

ENGINEERING 

TECHNICIAN 1 

SUPERVISOR FOR 

COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES. .................. 1 



TABLE 3: FIELD MANAGER LONGEVITY 

IN CURRENT JOBS 



NAS ALAMEDA, CA. E Year 

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL, CA. . . . < 4 Year 

NS SAN DIEGO, CA ........< 1 Year 

NAS NORTH ISLAND, CA. . . . . . 7 Year 

NS CHARLESTON, SC. . . < 1 Year 

MG NORFOLK, VA < S Year 

NAS OCEANA, VA < 3 Year 

NS NEWPORT, RI.... 1© Year 



"Less than" eyrnbol ( < ) indicatae responaa 

by managers of fractions of year's. 



Ni;i t e ; 



TOBLE 4: EDUCATION PROFILE 



NUMBER OF 

kiyiL_OF_EDUC0IigN EiiUD_N0NnGERS 

HIGH SCHOOL ONLY 3 

HIGH SCHOOL PLUS 

SOME COLLEGE (BUSINESS) .1 

EARNED ASSOCIATE’S DEGREE 

(LIBERAL ARTS) 1 

EARNED BACHELOR’ S DEGREE 

A. LIBERAL ARTS. 1 

B. ENGINEERING. . 1 

C. ACCOUNTING 1 

EARNED POSTGRADUATE DEGREE (MBA)... 1 

TABLE 5: SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION; • 

HAVE YOU HAD ANY FORMAL DR IS TRAINING? 

MAS ALAMEDA, CA NO 

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL, CA. NO 

NS SAN DIEGO, CA. NO 

NAS NORTH ISLAND, CA. ........ YES 

NS CHARLESTON, SC. YES 

NS NORFOLK, VA. . NO 

NAS OCEANA, VA NO 

NS NEWPORT, RI..... NO 
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the 



course 



a ri d bey a n w ar k i n g i t h the 



DR I S Pv^ograrn 



immediately thev'eafter. At Naval Station Char- 1 etst on., the 
field manager completed the course in December of 1984, but 
did not begin working with the DRI3 Program until July, 
1985- 

E«oth field manager's reported that the training was 
benefieial. The field manstger at Navail Ai‘r Station North 
I s 1 and e i t ed t wo spec i f i c benef i t s : i nst r uct i on i n cost 
arna lysis and the opportunity to learn points of contact for 
the DRIB Pr'^ogram. The field manager' at Nava^l Station 
Ch ar 1 es t on a 1 so e i t ed the i nst r uct i on i n cost ana 1 y s i s as 
h e 1 p f 1 - 1 1 , b Li t p o i ri t e d c« u t t h at the s e v e n m c« r 1 1 h n p b e t I'J e e ri 
e c« rii p 1 e t i o n la f the c o u r" s e a ri c j a c t i.ua 1 1 y b e g i vr n i n q v j c« r“- 1 < i r i t I'l e 
D R I S P I •' o g f- a rn a d v e r' s e 1 y L\ff e c t e cJ r e t e r 1 1 i o n o f s •!« rn c o f t hj e 
deta^ils regarding the cost aspects of the DRIB Progr'arn- 

B- ADMINISTRATIVE FINDINGS 

1 « Locat i on of DR I S Program at I nst all at i ons Samp 1 ed 

Six of the e i ght i nst a 1 1 at i ons have DR I S Program 

a^d rn i n i st r dx b i on 1 oca t ed i n f i nanc i 1 rnana g ernent o F P 1 ces - 



Th^ese 


i nst 1 1 at i ons are s 


( 1 ) 


NAS Al^^rnedat, CA 


(8) 


NAS North I«sland, CA 


(3) 


NS Charleston, SC 


(4) 


NS Norfolk, VA 


(5) 


NAS Oceana, VA 


(S) 


NS Newpov't, RI- 
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The remaining two i net a 1 1 at i ons, the Ncsval 

Postgraduate School and Naval Station San Diego, have DRIS 
Program adm i n i st rat i on locE\ted in Public UorlfS offices« 
Both field rnanagere at these i nst a 1 1 at ions reported theit it 
is their responsi bl ity to develop ISSPb a\nd serve' as the 
p o i n t o f c o ri t a c t f o r t hi e t e ri ant 3 . H o w e v e r , s p e c i f i c 
financial respjonsi bi 1 i t ies differed- fit the Naval 

P 3 b g V' a d u a t e S c hi ii« o 1 , t h e f i a 1 cJ rn a n a g a r r e p c« r' t e cJ t hi a b ^2 hi e 
d i r- e c t g? d t ^•| e c o rn p i 1 a t i ■:* ri c« f d a t a u c> e d t- ci c o rn p u t c 
r e X rn b u v' 3 able r a t e s a ri d d e t e r rn i ri e c •::> 1 s a v i ri g 3 • 1 r i c n i; r a 3 1 , 

the field manager at Naval Station San Diego repjorted that 
hi e h a d n o f i n a ri c :i. a 1 r' e 3 p o ri iis i b i 1 i t i e s - T h e ’r e i rn b 1,1 v' a 1: :< 1 

rates. wG?re computed in the Compt ro 1 1 er ’ s Office. F^^esponsi- 
b i 1 i t y f o V" c o rn o u t i •: j n i;:i f a ri y c c« s t s a v i r 1 g 3 was .a 1 3 o ‘r e pj o v ' t -e d 
to be located in the Cornpt v'o 1 1 er ’ s Office- 

c!. Numbers of ISSfis fit Each I nst a 1 1 at i on 

Table 6 lists the numbers of ISSfis at each instal— 
1 at i on- The table was deve 1 oped from the est i mat es pir-ov i ded 
by t h e field rnana g er s - 

3. pG>rcG?nt ages of ISSfis Considered '*Up To PG^tG?" 

The expjtression "up to date'* v'-eferred to all ISSfis 
which met tv*Jo conditions- First, the ISSfis had not passed 
their currerit expiration date. Second, the ISSfis wen-e 
correct in the sense that the types and levels of services 
to be provided by the i nst a 1 1 at i ons to their tenants were, 
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Ti^BLE Bs ESTIMHTED NUMBERS OF ISSHS 
REPORTED BY FIELD MONPOERS 



NFlS PLPMEDn, Cm , . 50 

NPVPL POSTGRPDUPTE SCHOOL, CP„ 14 

NS SPN DIEGO, CP . . 49 

NPS NORTH ISLPND, CP. 75 

NS CHPRLESTON, SC. 70 

NS NORFOLK, VP. ..... 100 

MPS OCEPMP, VP ...» 3G 

NS NEWPORT, RI 35 



iri rack, the types and levels of services being provided,. 
Table 7 summarizes this i nf or*mat i on. 

T h e e s t i m a t e? s f o ’r i' J a v a 1 3 1 a t i c* r j s C h a v' 1 e s b i::.« n a Vi d 

Nov^folk were derived fv'om statements made by the field 

managers at those i nst a 1 1 at i ons. Pt Naval Station 

Chav'leston the field rn^inagen-' stated that all the ISSPs wer-E? 
c Li r r' e n t e x c e p t f o r t w o i j n d e r*' r e v i e w . T i i u s , t ii e T i g u r- e 
p r e s e ri t e d i ri Table 7 w a s c c« m p u t e d by d i v i d i r i g t ^4 o b y s e v g? r 1 1 y 
(the number of ISSPs -reported at N^ival Station Charleston) , 

and then subtv'acting the rc^sultirig quotient from one^ 

hundred- The figu-re was then tuv'ned into a perce'ntage. 

Pt Na Vc":\ 1 St at i on Nor' f o 1 k the field mana g ev' r c-- por-t ed 

t hi a t a 1 ]. IS S P si e v' e u p t 'i' date except f 'Z' r" s e v c? n o r' e i g i’l t 

t h a-b were und er"' rev i ew . P s i m i 1 ar man i p u 1 at i on exb t J i at 
d e s v' i b e d f o i'-' N a v a 1 S t a t i la ri C h a r- lest c* r i a s p e r f a r' rn e ( J t c:« 
derive the figure pr*esentG)d i*n Table-? 7. 
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TOBLE 7 s ESTIMf^TES OF THE PERCEMTRGE OF ISSAS 
REPlJRTED BY FIELD MANAGERS AS “UP TO DATE" 



NAS ALAMEDA, CA. , - - . 5©“/- 

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL, CA 80% 

NS SAN DIEGO, CA„ . - - « 98'/. 

NAS NORTH ISLAND, CA - . 50“/ 

NS CHARLESTON, SC 97/ 

NS NORFOLK, VA. . , „ 9iE:/ 

NAS OCEANA, VA- , „ „ . . _ . „ 100/ 

NS NEWPORT, RI ™ - - 95/ 

Note: “Up To Date" was defined to mean ISSAS that 

V'^ere current and correct so far ac bhe^ services 



listed ar*e in fact the services being provided by 
the hiost- 

4- Amounts of Time Spent Working Wibh ISSAs 

Field managers were asked to estimate the amount of 
time sperit adm i n i st rat i ng ISSAs, on a monthly beisis. 
H o V'J ever, a s i g r\ i P i c: a n t n l\ r ii b e *r ' o f b h e r e s p c* n s e s give n b y b 1 1 e 

f i e 1 d m a n a g e r s t c: 1 1"1 i s q u e s> t i ir< ri were r i o b i ri a c c o r d a r i c: e 1 1 ;;;* 

the birne sbandard est^ablished by the question. With 

hindsight, the resecnrcher admits the queE>tiori should have 
been worded more c 1 ear 1 y . Tab 1 e 3 summar i :zes t h i s 

i n format i on. 

The field managers at the Naval Post grctduat e Sc(~iool 
a ri ci N aval Stab i o ri N c v*; p i:n r b r e p c* n d e d w i t h i ri t r "i e t i rn e a o n t e ; < b 



TnSLE 3: ESTIhinTES OF TIME SPENT 

PDMINISTF^DTING ISSPS 



OF TIME 

ON 0 MONTHLY BOSIS NOVPL POSTGRPDUPTE 

SCHOOL, CP 



EO-/. OF TIME 

ON H MONTHLY BPS IS. .NS NEWPORT, RI 



PPPROXIMPTELY TWO 

HOURS P DPY NS SPN DIEGO, CP 

TIME SPENT CONTINGENT 
UPON URGENCY FDR BRINGING 

ISSP3 UP TO DPTE NPS PLPMEDP, CP 

IMPS NORTH ISLPMD, CP 
NS CHPRLESTON, SC 
NS NORFOLK, VP 
NPS OCEPMP, VP 



established. Their estimates are listed in Table S. The 
field rn a n a g e r a t H a v a I S t a t i n S a rj D i e g < p r ' t;:i *•/ 1 d e d a r» 
estimate of approx i mat e I y two hours a day. The rernairiing 
field managers provided answers which were intev'preted by 
the researcher to indic£^te that the time spent 
adrn i n i st rat i ng ISSPs was contingent on the relative urgency 
for bv^inging ISSPs up to date vis— a— vis the urgency for 
accorn p 1 i sh i n g ot h er t asl<s . 

To i 1 1 List v-^at e, the field manager at Naval Pir 
Station Plarneda reported that becaLise of a personnel 
shortage-:*, the stated policy was for analysts to sperid 
least one day a week. reviewing ar»d upd>ating ISSPs. The 
policy was riot always followed, however, and ISSPs tended to 



be u pd at ed and rev i ev'jG?d on 1 y as t i me perm i 1 1 ed 



ISSPs also 



tev'ided to be disregarded entirely if tasks related to the 
i nst a 1 1 at i ori budget needed to be accomplished- 

n similar response was given by the Naval Wir 

Station North Island field rnan^iger. This field manager- 

reported that she V'jas supposed to be spending a hundred 

pev'cent of her time reviewing arid updating ISSHs until they 
were all brought up bo date- However, because of a 

pev^sonnel shortage, she vjas currently assisting the othecr 
a ri a 1 y s t s i ri t h e <o f f i c e w i t h ‘b a k. s r c-? lab e d t «::« c 1 «i' s i ri g u t b ! "i e 
i nst all at i on budget for t he f i sea 1 year. 

P b Naval S b a t i ri C h a r' 1 e s t o r"i , t hi e f i e 1 d m a ri a g e t • 

v'eported that she typically spends fifty percerrb of tier- time 
i;:« V' k. i n g w i t h I S B P s , b u t • added t h a t i f a n y I S S fl v'l c e cJ (>? d b o b e 
u p d a t e d s 1 1 e s p e n t o r i e h u n d r e d p e i c e v 1 1 c« f h e r t i i n e . 

The field rn a n a y e r' s a t N aval 3 1 a t i o n N o r* f c« 1 k. a ri cJ 
Naval Pir Station Oceana both rE>ported thE^t mass reviews of 
all ISSPs h€\d Just been accomplished. The field manager at 
Nava 1 Bt at i on Nor f o 1 k est i mated that appjr'OK i mat e ly t h i rt y 

hours El month had been spent (as opposed to an estirnabe of 

t he amount of t i me rout i ne 1 y spent ) adrn i n i st rat i vi g I BSPs. 
Pt Naval Pir S bat ion Oceana, the field manager did viob 
provide an estimate of how much time had been spent during 
1 1*1 e m ass r ' e v i e t hi e t ' e . I n s t e ad, b I“i i s f i e 1 d n i a ri a g ce' v*' 
estimated that since thee mass r-eviG?w, she was having to 
spend a c o li p 1 e of d a y s a. m o r 1 1 h , «o r i a v e r age, ad m i r i i ^ t r b i r i g 
ISSPs- 
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TnBLE 9: DIFFICULTIES REPORTED BY 
TYPE PND LOCPTION 



lYOi LrQ£0IiSNi.il 

GETTING IS3P THROUGH 

TWO ORGPNIZPTIOMS. NPS PLPNEDP, CP 

N3 CHPRLESTON, SC 
NS NEWPORT, RI 

INTERPRETING 

REGULPTIONS. - - - - NPS NORTH ISLPND, CP 

DENPWDS OF OTHER 

JOB RESPONSIBILITIES NPVPL POSTGRPDUPTE 

SCHOOL, CP 

LPCK OF COST IMFORMPTION NPS OCEPNP, UP 



PROPER IDENTIFICPTION OF 

P REIMBURSPBLE SERVICE NS CHPRLESTON, SC 

LPCK OF PHYSICPL SPPCE 

PVPILPBLE FOR TENPNTS. . NS SPN DIEGO, CP 

TENPMT RELOCPTION. NS SPN DIEGO, CP 



C. DIFFICULTIES REPORTED 

Table 9 s umrnar i z c?s the ci at a f cr this sect i o vi . i e 1 cl 

rn a ri g e V" s v-j e e a s i< e cJ , ‘ ' W h a b d ;i. f f i c u 1 1 :l. e s h a v e y o u e n o o u n t e r e d 

in preparing or adrni n i st rat i v”jg ISE>Pb"? This sect ion focuBeB 
Cl r I t h e T" e s p c :• n e b give n . 

1 « Getting an ISSP Through Two Or q an i 7: at ionB 

The length of time required to civ"culate an ISSP 
1 1 1 r o L{ g h t h e h o e b a ri d t e n a n b c h a i n s - «::• f — a o rn rn a n d i n o r d e b o 

finalize the ag-reernent v^jas the difficulty citecJ most often. 

T l"i V" e e f e i g h b field m a n a g e r ( c« v e r t h i r b y s e v e ri p e 'r c e r i b • f 

the sarnpleO reported experiencing this difficulty. 
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I n t e r p v" 0 1 1 rt 13 f\ p p 1 i c a b I e R e u 1 a t i o vi 



The regulations refer'red to are DOD Regulatiovi 
4000«19F<: DR IS Regulations and the Nava 1 Com pt r o 1 1 er • s 

Nanua 1 , Tv^^o aspects of this difficulty wer'e relented by tiic 
field manager at Naval Piv^ Station North Island. The fii'-st 
V'j as 1 i t e r" a 1 1 y p r- o b 1 e m s u n d e 'r s t a n d i n g t li e t" e g u 1 b i «::« ri s a s b h e y 
a're presented in the two manuals. The sc?cond aspect, 
v'eporte?d late*r in the inberview, dealt vMith bhe 

a p p 1 i c a b i .1 i b y c« f t h e r- e g u 1 a t i o n . B o t hi ri i a r 1 u a 1 s e m p hi a s i z e 

i nt ers e r ^ v i c e s n p p o r ^ b ay v" e e rn s n t - T hi e m a . j o r i t y o f t hi e 1 3 3i H s 
at Naval Qir St ait ion Nov^th I si a\nd, however, are 
i nt ra service. Difficulties arise V'Jhen the regulations have 

t «!' be i r 1 1 e r p *r e b e d a n d fed 1 Ci w e d i n 1 i g hi b c« f t hi is fact. T !n e 

c r u X 'r« f t h e i s s u 0 i 1 : j ? w h i c i"i r" e g n lab i o n s apply a n d hi i c:- h d «::• 

not? 

3. Demands of Other Job Responsibilities 

The chief impact of this difficulty was that it 
disallov*nad planned c^drninist'rab ion of ISSHs. The resulb, 

a. a c c> Y " d i r j g t o t hi e field m a ri a g e r at T h e N a v a ]. P 'a s b g a d «.i a b e 
School, was that she was compelled to verify and updabe 
ISSPs only as the need av'ose. 

4. L a c k c< f C «::■ s t I ri f o r rn a t i ■=» n 

T hi G d i f f i c 1 - 1 1 1 y b e i n g r e f e r r e d t •;:« i s ri o t h a v 3 . n g s «::« u \ in 
tenant supp:)ort cost a^^id cost savirigs data readily available 
for inclusion in the ISSP. The reason for iricluding this 
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data is bo fulfill the req u i rernv^nt in the DRI3 veg u 1 at i ons 
for reporting cost savirjg:^. 

i^roper I dent i f i cat i on of a Re i rnbur^^^ab 1 e Serv i ce 
ThiB difficulty referred to a specific incident at 
hJ a V a 1 S t a t i n C h a *r^ I e s t o n - A q i..i e s t i o n a r s o b e t w e e ri t i ”i e 

naval station and a tenant activity ovQ?r t'jliicf"i party should 
b e c h a r- g e d a p p r 'i* x i rn a t e 1 y n e hi u n d r e d b h u s and d 1 .1 a s f o r 

ni a i r 1 1 e r i a r i c e p e v' f o r' rn e d c« n t h e b i,i i 1 d i n g c c u pied b y t ! i e 

t e n a n « T li e i s s u e hi i n c] e d 'i- n i ri t e r' p e t a t i o n o f a c: 1 u i-, o.? i / 1 
the ISSf-h that failed to explain to eithcv^ party'’ s 
sat i <:s f a c? t i «ri n , p v" e c i s e 1 y w h •-! s e r e s p n s i b i 1 i t y i t i s t p <u y 
for Maintenance of Real Pr*operty <MF\P) work termed, 

‘ ‘ a d d i b i <: :< ri a 1 rn a i ri t e ri a ri c' e as r e q u i e d " „ U 1 1 i rn a b c' 1 y , b hi e i s s i..i a 

w a s s e 1 1 1 0 d b y t h e n a v a 1 b a t i C' n p a y i n g f o r- t l~i c w ii'i r*- 1 • « T 

a v o i cJ f u t u r c rn i s i ri b e r p r e t a t i la n gs , t li c f i e 1 d i n a n a g e? v*' e* j::; o r b e d 

that the MRP clause in all IGSAs was rewritten i ri more./ 

s pt?c i f i c t ev'ms , 

G« L. a c !•< o f P I I V s i c a 1 S p a c • c A v i 1 a b 1 e F- o r T e n a ri t ‘s 

T h i s d i f f i c ti 1 1 y w a s pec i.i 1 i a v“- t 'Z* M aval 8 1 a t i c< v i 8 a r i 
D i 0 g in and is a e ^:s >.i 1 1 c* f a r i e x t e n s i v e rn i 1 i t a v' y c o n 'is t r u c:- 1 i o ri 

p Y' o g a rn c i.i r^ rent 1 y u n d e V'j a y « As c» Id b ».i i 1 d i r i g s a r' c t c< r i d o w n 
b III rn a k o? a y f o r ri e w buildings, be n r:\ n t s cr " c b e i r i g b e rn p o r' v“- i 1 y 
r e 1 Cl c;: a t e d » I Vi s c* rn e c a rs c s , t h e t e rn p o r a v" y f a c i 1 i t :L e s a r- co r i o t 
a e X p a vi s i v e a s t l*i e jj v' e v' i i.j u s f a c i 1 i. t i e t hi (2 t e ri a ri t 

o c c u pied. A 1 n'li o , t e t e rn p o r a r y f a c i 1 i t i e s d o ri ci t a 1 w.a y 
p r o v i d 0 t h 0 a rn ci 1. 1 n t s o f s p a c c p a b i c u 1 a r b y p s o f t c v i a ri t 



act i v i t i cs arc 



authov-*i zed by the Naval Facilities Cornmarid 



I nst Y-'uct ucl on P-80, F-acility Planriing CritG?ria For Navy and 



Marine Corps Shore I nst a 1 1 at i ons. The difficulty, thev*i, is 
ait tempting to balance tenant activity space req u i v“ernc-?nt s and 
ont i t 1 ement 3 with the physical space limitations of the 
ria va 1 S't at i ori . 

7 . T e ri a n t R e 1 c« c at i » r i 

T his i s a r i o t hi e i*' d i f f i c u 1 1 y r e s u 1 1 i r i g f r“- o ym t hi c 
m i ]. i t a r y c- o n s t r"* i.i c t i o n p r c< g r ' a rri a t N a v a 1 3 1 a t i «::' ri S a r\ D i e g .. 
Tenant activity relocatiori at the naval statiori is so 9 r•e^^^ 
t h a t 1; hi e o ri 1 y r’' e 1 i a b 1 e a y c« f 1-^: n c« vi i ri g w h e n a n d w hi e t ' e a 
t e n a n t h s m o v e d i sn- f o r the t e ri a r 1 1 to i n f c« r m the S b a f f C i v i 1 
E n g i n e e r-' i n g 0 f f i c e , F a i 1 u r e o f ^-i t e n a v*i b t c« d c« t hi i • , 

Ciccord ing to the field manager i nt ervi ewG?d , adversely 

affects the accuracy of the ISSh between the naval station 
and the' tenant- 



D- FINDINGS RELATED TO THE ISSUE OF DISPUTES 

Table 10 summarizes the data in this section, Fielc:! 

rn a n a g c r s w e V' e a s k c d t h'l e f c« 1 1 c« w i n g c{ u e s t i c« n s 'r- a 1 a t J. r i g t o 

d i 3 p u t e 

Vi) Ha v e b hi ere tj e e r i a 'n y i r i s t a r i c:* e s w h e r e a d i s p u t e h a 
ar i sen over t h e serv i ce descr i pt i ons i n an I SS A? 

That is, have there beeri any ivistances wher'c a 
d i s p u t e h a a 'r i e n c« v e r' t hi e c h a r a c: t e ’r a ri cJ / o r ]. g? v c 1 o f 

s e V" V i c: e s a hi o s t i s t c« p r c« v i d e a t e n n t ? 

(E) How are (were) disputes resolved? 



THBLE 10 : DISPUTES REPORTED BY 

CPTEGORY PND LOCPTION 



CPIEGORY LOCQIIONS 

1 . DISPUTES OVER 
REIMBURSEMENTS 

P. UTILITIES 

CHARGES. ............... NAVAL POSTGRADUATE 

SCHOOL, CA 

B. AIR CONDITIONER 

MAINTENANCE CHARGES. . . . NAVAL POSTGRADUATE 

SCHOOL, CA 

C. PUBLIC WORKS 

CHARGES. NAS NORTH ISLAND, CA 

D. MRP CHARGES... NS CHARLESTON, SC 

E. TELEPHONE CHARGES NAS OCEANA, VA 

NS NEWPORT, RI 



2 - DISPUTES OVER MANPOWER 

A. PERSONNEL FOR 

INSTALLATION GALLEY. . . . NAS ALAMEDA, CA 

B. PERSONNEL FOR 
INSTALLATION 

WATCHBILL NS SAN DIEGO, CA 



E i q h t i ri c i d 0 ri t b ci f cl i s p u t e b w 0 v'- e 1 •• e p o v"* b 0 d . T h 0 d i s p li t- c; b- 

vv! 0 V ' 0 c a 1 0 g o riz cud i rj t o d i s p 1 .1 1 0 b i::« v 0 r r 0 i in b i\ v' s 0 rji 0 )-i b ii:> a r 1 cJ 

d i Bpi.it 0 B over manpower. 

1 . D i B p M t 0 B (D V 0 r R 0 i rn burse m 0 ri b b 

Five s 0 p 0 V' a be cl a b b 0 b 'C* f d i b p i.i 1 0 b i;j v 0 v' 0 i rn h 1..1 t' b 0 ■ - 

rn 0 r 1 1 b V'J 0 r" 0 r - 0 p o r 1 0 cl . At t h 0 N a v a 1 P o t g r a d u a 1 0 S c' I j o id 1 , o n 0 

i n c i d 0 ri b a r o b e vi h e n a 1 0 n a n t c o ri b 0 b b e d t h e a c c u f' a c y c« f t In o 

ti b i 1 i t i c-> B c l"i r g cn s p r 0 b 0 n t e d by t h g? ifii c h o «d 1 . The? die f? u 1 0 im cVi tii 



s e 1 1 1 0 d a f t e r- t h e s c h o a 1 c o n d u c t e* d a i=> 0 c o ri d s i: i.i d y o f t hi e? 

b 0 Y’l a vi L ’ B 1-1 'ii a g e rate la f i-i t i 1 1 1 i 0 s-5 . T h e f i r\ d i ri g P h h 1 
study verified the accuracy of the utilities chav-ges to the 
sat i s fact i on o P the t enan t , 

I Ti a ri t hi e r i n c i d e r 1 1 at t h e M aval P o <:=■ t g r a d u a t e 
S c h o o 1 , a t e *ri a n b c c? n b e s b e d b e i n g c h a r g e cJ f c« r" rri a i ri b e ri a ri c e 
perfov"ined by the school on the air cond i t i oners^ installed in 
the building occupied by bhe tenant- The air cond i 1 1 oners 
iME?re be i rig used primarily to cool the rnainfv-anie coroijut or 
i n stalled i n t hi e b i 1 d i ri g a ri d u s e d 0 x c 1 1..1 s i v e 1. y b y t h o:- b e r 1 a n b 
in pursuit of its mission. The dispute was settled by this 
f a c t b e i ri y p i n b ed ii* li t , T h e t 0 n vi b c o ri b i n u 0 s t s'! r 1 : :• V' i d c..;- 
r- c i rri b u r' s. e rn e r 1 1 to t h e s o h o o ]. f o r' t hi c a i r'- c:- o ri d i *b i o r i e i 

in xa i r 1 1 e n a ri e e p e v" P C' r- rn e d , 

fit Nava 1 P i r St at i on Nov“'t h I s 1 and , the field rnan£fi g er 
reported that disputes have arisen over charging tenants for 
B i-i c h p IS b 1 i c w 111 r- k s s e r v i c e s a s 1 e c t r i c i t y a r 1 cJ . j a r i i t r • i ]. 
s e Y' V i c e s - S o rn e b e vi a I' l t s h a v e q u e s t i o n e c:i i j hi y t h e y a t ' e 

c hi a r g e d , f c :* t w hi at i n t h e i y' v i e a r' e 1 a t i v e 1 y rn :l ri o v' t y p Gt? g::. 

Cl Y' 1 0 V e ]. s •::« f sc? r vie e s , 1’ h e r e a s C' n g i v e r i is b h a b N a v a 1 n .1 v ' 

S t a t i lo ri N *::• i *' t hi I Ian d is itself a t e r 1 a r 1 b a c t i v i t y v) i b hi t hi 10 



Nvaval 


S b a b i on 


San Diego 


!“' u b 1 i (r I'J «"i r ' k s Center- 


Th us, 


Nava 1 


Pi i r 


Statiori N 


ort hi 


I s 1 av*id 


i s i t B e 1 f c h a r' g e d f 0 r 


^ the (: 


j i_i b 1 i c;;- 


war ks 


serv i ces 


t hat 


are 


0 b b a i ri e c J P r' 0 rn !•'•! a v a 1 


Sbat ic 


.* ri vLi. ri 



Diego and subsequently paGT>sed on to the teriants.. 



The field manager at Naval Stc^.tion Charleetori 
reported a dispute over which activity, bhe naval station or 
t h e t e ri a r 1 1 , s h o li I d pay f o r M R P V4 o r k p e r' f o r rn e d by 1 1 « e r i a v a 1 
3 1 a t i on for t h e t enan t ’ s b u i 1 d i n g - (The details of t h i s 

issue were p:«re?sented in Section C and will not be repeated-) 
D i s p i.i t e s a r i zi i )' i g lo v e tele p h c« n (i? e r v i c e w j (:.? i"' e 

r“- e p C‘ r* t e ci by the field rn a n a g e r" s at N a v a I f) i r S t a t i o r i □ c e ci n w\ 
a vt c j N a v a 1 S t a t i iZ' ri N e V'j p o v t , T h e fie 1 d in a n a g e *r- a t N ;:.i v 1 Pi i . • 
Station Oceana repor^ted dealing with disputes over- the 
a c a u r a c y o f t e 1 (? p h o n e c i "i g e 'S « P i; h-l a v a 1 St a t i 'Zi ri e p o v- 1; , 
t h e f i e 1 d rn a r i a g g? r' d e s c i b e d t hi e d i s p l\ t e s o v e ) •' t e 3 e p h o r i e 
service he has been aware of resulting from two sepev'atc 
ref Cl '•erices on the ?i>ub.jcct iri the h-l a v 1 C m p t r- c* 3. 1 e i - I a v = » j c?. 1 « 

O n e s e c t i c« ri i r i t h i 's i n a v“i «..i a 1 d i e t? t s 1 1 1 a t a h >z< s t i. • 

V" e s p o r I s i tj 1 G? f o r p v" ci v i d i r i g tel b p 1 1 c> r i e s e r- v i c e f c« v" ai t b r i a n t . Pi 

sec o ri d e f e v" e n o e i rn a d e 1 a t e r i r i t |-i c m a ri u a 1 t li a t a kx t h o -r :l z e s 
a host to seek re i rnbursemG?nt from a tenant whG?riever the 
c: o s t s ass la elated i t h p r"' o v i d i ri g t a 3. e p ii iz« ri e s e r v i c: b c a v\ l; j b 

•readily idevitified. The fic^ld rnz\nagG?r rcf^ort ed that at 
I a V a 1 S t a t i o ri H e vi p; iz> t , t e 1 e p h c< ri e a o s t a •r"' e b r o I < e n «: :« i_i t b y 

t B ri a n t a n ( j t h u. s , t hi e ri v a 1 s t a t i i::» n s c e k s r- g? i rn b u r s b m g; n t f c< i • 

the service. 

£« D i p 1 - 1 1 e 0 V B M a vi p i-J b r- 

1“ hi e f i e 1 d rn a ri a g e \ “• s a t iM a v a 1. Pi i “• S t a t i 'i' ri P 1 a m g? d a ax ri r.:l 
I'^i a V a 1 . S t a t i iz« n San D i e g o b «z« ‘t hi e p c« r t e d d :i. s p li t e s a r i ^ =• i n g V-r o rn 

wl 1 c-zr e by t eriant act i v i t i es a g •r*'ee t o 



provisions in the ISSPg; 



pv'-ov i d 0 per Bonne- 1 bu ppor t t o the:? i nBt all axt i on- Pt Nava 1 P ;L r 
S b ax t i C' ri P 1 ax i n e d a , t I n e p ii« i ri t o f c o r*i t e- r i t i c« n i. b 1; h b e q ij :i. r' e i n e v i b 
f o X ■' t e ri ax r 1 1 s to p r- o v i d e p e r b o 'ri riel t o v\« c* r-' \ 1 x'l the?? n a v a 1 ax :i. r- 

Btaxtion galley, Pt Naval Station San Diego, diBputee ariee 
ovex-" the agx’'eemex"it that tenant £xctivitieB will provide 
p r B iD r\ ri e 1 t o s t a r i d at v a V' i e t y !"• f w a t c h (?:-> b a I: t h e ri a v a 1 

Bt ^it i on, 

3- R e B c« I u t i ri of Pi b o i..! t e e;? 

The field rnanagerB. at all eight i x“iBt a 1 1 at 1 orn:. 
r-' e p •::» x*" ted t l-x a. t d i s p i..i t e s t e x"i d t o b e y' e b 1 v e d b y *n e g o t i a I i «; j r i o v * 



•ref err ing 


t o 


t hi e 


reg u 1 at i ox^is 


that govern he: 


ist — t ena nt 


•re 1 a^t i oxnsh i p 


IS ; 1 


For 


exarnplG:*, DOD 


R rj u 1 a t i ii' ri '1- Q 0 .. 


iOR (DR I 3 


Reoulat i onB) 


cl r 1 G 


the 


N a V a 1 C c.i rn r^ t r c« 


1 1 1 ex--'’ B- Nartuat .'1 


PI BO, all 



of the field rnax'-iagers pr^ovided indications that disputes ax'-e 
resolved at ov' near their level in the chain of cornrnaxnd- 



E„ FINDINGS RELPTED TO COST SPVINGS 

T hi i s e c t i i::i rj P i;:i c »j 'is e s «::• ri f o u r' t 'D p i c - F i r js t , w h t h r r 

x'-i cj t the i i"i t a 1 1 ax t i n s s a rn pled a x •' e r e c o r c! i n g c o I?, t s a v i r t r.i r.. 

information on the ISSPs is discussed. Second, the reasox'xs 
why some i mst aX 1 1 at i errs ^xr e x"iot x-ecord i ng cost sa v i x'lg s ar e 
p 'r e s e r*i t e d - T h i d , t hi e p C' 1 i c: i e s o f t h e i x^i s t a 1 1 a t i ‘I' i^'i w hi i c l^x 
a r e r e c ci r d i *n g c o s t s a v i x"i g s a v' e p x-*' e s g:* n ted- F- o u x-^ t h , t h gj 

rn t;? t hi o ci ';i:> s id rn e f i e 1 cJ rn a ri age r s r e p o t c:? d t hi e y u g-s e t Ci ci g? 1. c:* r ' rn i I' l .e 

c: 111 B t sr, a v i x"i g s a r e ci i s c ti s b e d - 

G e x"i e x-“- ally, t f "i e q u e s t i ci r i v-4 h e t h ex-' a v ci i d ix n c (d b a i r i g s. i::« i- 
\j la d g e? t s <a v i ri g s e r e b e i ri g c lO rn p u t e d w a yi o t c o n Gi> i d e i "' e tJ , 



The 



TPiBLE 11 2 SUMMflRY OF RESPONSES TO QUESTION;* 
DOES THE INSTALLOTIOM RECORD 
COST SihVINGS on ISSPS? 



MP 3 PLPMEDP, CP. MG 

NP VPL POSTGRPDUPTE SCHOOL, CP, ....... , YES 

NS SPN DIEGO, CP NO 

NPS NORTH ISLPND, CP, YES 

NS CHPRLESTON, SC- YES 

NS NORFOLK, VP, NO 

NPS OCEPNP, VP„ YES 

NS NEWPORT, RI YES 



•reqi.ii rernGjnt s in DOD Regulation 4000. 19R ^ind in GPNPV In 
t r u c:- 1 i o r i 4 0 0 0 . Ei 4 e- 1 a t e c« r 1 1 y t f"i a. t c:- o 1 s a v i g s r e p o r t e d. o vi 

I S 3 P s be limited t c* e i t h e v" a v c« i d a n c e o b u d g e t e a v i ri g 5 v -i «. j 

pv-eference for one or the other' is stated. 



Table 11 


s 


i.i rn rn a r i ::: e s t h co 


d a t a Y" ('I' g a V' d i •i'*i g 


V"4h i ci -I 


i nst a 1 1 at i ons 


are 


r e c 0 r d i n g c 0 s t 


a V i n g s i r 1 f c« r rn a t i 0 


n ori the 


ISSPs. Table 


12 


s i-i fi 1 rn a r i z c? s t hi e 


V" e a s 0 ri s g i v e ri 


by field 


mariagers who 


£\re 


not rG?cord i ng 


cost sav i rigs. 


Table 13 


s u m a r' i z e t i 'i ( 


i n 


f 0 r rn a t i i:j v’l 0 ri t h e 


a 1 1 e V' ri ate m e t h c> d s 


used by 



1" i e 1 d m a r 1 age ‘r s 1^4 h o a v“- e r' e p o r t i r 1 g c o t s a v i r 1 g s - 

1 - I n s tall a t i »::» n ri N <.:« t R e c c< r^ d i r\ n C c« s t S a v i ri q *=;’> 

Field rn a ri a g e r 3 a t t h r e e i;:* f t h e i g h t i ri s t a 1 1 a t i «_« i 1 
V*' e p o V- 1 E? cJ t h at c c« s t s a v i n g e-; i ri f c« r' rii a t i c< r 1 a v“i o t tj e i v 1 g 
•recorded on the ISSPs. This r'e presen t ed over b h i v-'ty-- se •••/;••? ri 
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TABLE IE 3 REASONS CITED FDR 
NOT RECORDING COST SAVINGS CM IBSAS 

PERSONNEL SHORTAGE. . NAS ALAMEDA, CA 

PROVIDING COMMON 

SERVICES ONLY ..NS SAN DIEGG, CA 

NS NORFOLK, VA 



p e r c e n t f t hi e ^ a rn p 1 e „ T h e e? x p 1 a n a t i o r i s g i v e ri f c-? ]. I :i. n t •: :« t w c« 
categories. The first was persoriricl shortages. The second 
was thiat the sev^-vices being pv^ovided to the teriavits were 
c la ri't fn la ri s e r ' v i c e s that t h e i ri s b a 1 1 a b i o ri w a r e q u i t ' e d t o 
pr-ovide in the perf orinance:' of its mission. 

A 1 1 e r" ri a t e h! e t h o d s F o r Deb a? r rn i ri i ri n C »::» s t 5 a i ri i:i 

T l-'i e f i V e r e rn a i r i i r i g i ri t all. a b i. ri s w e r- e c: 1 a s s .i. f i. e d 

into three categories 3 those per f orrn i ng t hie ir owri aria lyses, 
t h s e r e q u i r i n g b h e t e n a r i b a c t i v i b i e s t o p r' o v i d e c t 
savings i nf oi-rnat iori, and those? pursuing both policies. 

T w f t hi e f i v e i ri s t a 1 1 a t i C' ri s ( f r t y p e r cent) p e r f o r m t hi e i 

own ana 1 yses- One of t he f i ve i nst a I 1 at i ons ( t went y 

percen b ) req u i v^es t enant act i v i t i es t o pv'ov i de cost sav 1 ngs 
inforrnat ion. The v‘ciria i ri i rig two instcal lat ioris (forty 

p e T' c 0 r i b ) p u )-•' s u e b •;:« b h p o 1 i c i e s . 1“ a b 1 e 13 1 i t 'r.> b l"i a 

inst al lat ions in each ca^tegor'y. 

a . I n s t a 1 1 a t i o n P e r f o r rn i n g T i 1 e i r O n A ri 1 y s ( \;:- 

A t t i "I e N a V a 1 P s t g i - a d u ate S c hi o 1 , 1 1 1 e f i e 1 t.1 

rn a ri a y e r v"- e p c;« r ted b h a t b ii r a e d i f f e *r" e r 1 1 s b u d i e s hi a cJ b e e ri 

perf o r rn e d . T w o c< f these we r e rn a n p c« e r' c o s t — e f f e c t i v e v i e s. 



TPBLE 13: ALTERNATE METHODS REPORTED 

FOR DETERM I NOT I ON OF COST SAVINGS 



ACTIVITIES PERFORMING 

THEIR OWN ANALYSE3» » - - NAVAL POSTGRADUATE 

SCHOOL, CA 
NS NEWPORT, RI 



ACTIVITY REQUIRING 
TENANTS TO PROVIDE 

COST SAVINGS INFORMATION NAS NORTH ISLAND, CA 

ACT I V I T I ES PE RFC RM I NO 
THEIR OWN ANALYSES 
AMD REDU I R I NG TENANTS 
TO PROVIDE COST 

SAVINGS INFORMATION ... NS CHARLESTON, SE- 

NAS OCEANA, VA 

B t d ;l e s . The r- e Li Its c’« f c« n e s t u d y i i die a t e d t !"i a t t h e b c- !•'< c:i «::• 1 
c c« u I. d ri o t e f f e c t i v 0 1 y j: j v' <11 v :i. d 0 t l"*i e 1 0 v e 1 i”» f 3 0 t"' v i c 0 t hi c.i t a 
p o 1 0 ri t i a 1 t e n a n t w ci u 1 d 1 - 1 a v e r- e q «.i i r e d - T h g r- e s l\ 1 1 s o f t hi e 
second study indicated it would be rnoY-'e cost —ef f ect i ve if 
the school gave up a persr>onnel billet and tv*^“ansf erred the 
function associated with that billet to Fo’rt Ord, a U« S» 
PU“rny i nst a 1 1 at i on a 1 so 1 ocat ed i vi Mont erey . 

1“ Q t h i r' d s t u d y was m c* r e direct 1 y r e 1 a t c? d t i:j 

cost savirigs achieved by entering ivito a host -tenant 

ay v'eeernerit • The school is ct tenant activity in an ISSA wit!i 

t he Uu S, Army i nst all a t i on, Redst one Arseria 1 . Th i s Army 
i n s tall a t i r 1 p ’r o v i d co s e 1 e c t c« ri i c c: a 1 i b r' a t i o n s e r v i c: e s o n a 
r e i m b u r s a b ] e b a sr> i , f iLi r“- the t e s t i ri g e q u i p rri e r 1 1 in t hi e N a. v a 1 
P o 'is t y f-' a d u a t e Sc h o o 1 ’ s sc i 0 n c e a ri d e n g i ri g? e r*' i n g d e p <--i r' t rn e ri t s « 



iH p Cl f e s 3 Cl r i ri t hi 3 c* n g i r \ e e )•*' i ri g d 3 p a )•' t rn e ri b p e r’' f c« r rn g d 1; In i c> 
a o 3 1 s a V i n g s s t d y - T h e rn e t h ci d c.i 1 ci g y u b e d w <s a o o rn pari '*j r i 
o f t he cost B f ov' e 1 ect v'on i c eq u i prneri t ca 1 i br ^it i on by 

4> 

civilian firms aga\inst what the school reirnbLrrses Redstone 
f^rsena 1 - 

fit Navail Station Newport the field manager 

repcrrted that ernphctsis iss put on det errn i n i ng cost savings 
that r esult from teriant act ivit ies r-eco:; i v i rig ut i 1 it ies fr om 
bhe naval station, Gener'ally, the procedure that is used 

a 1 1 Cl c:* t e s t hi e f i x e d c o s t s a s s o c i a t e ci w i t !*"i t ^•| e p« i - C' d u c t i o r i a r i d 
d i st r i but i on of utilities on an equal basis to bhe t enan 1; s.. 
These fixed costs are assumed to be the costs the tcnavrb 
a c t i V' i t i e s V‘^ o u 1 d i ri c u r' i P t hi e y e r ' ca f i::« r' c e d 1; ci d 'r a i j 1 1 1 :i. j ' 

u til i t i e cr> f r- o rn ai ri alt c* v*' r i a t i v e s o u r c e - P I o vj c? v g? v' , s. i r i c b e y' 
are drawing their' utilities from the naval station bhe fixed 
costs, ar '0 credited as savings. 

b . Re 1 i ance on T enan t Pc b i v i b i es 

The field manager Naval Pir St£^tion Nor'thi 

Island V' e p o r b ta d that the p o 1 i a y at t hi is i ri s b a 1 1 a b i o r i v-i a .s f o r- 
t en^^nt act i v i t i es t o pr'o v i d e cost sa v i n g s f i g ur cs and t fi e 
supporbing ciata for those figures. Generally, tenanbs av-e 
requiv'ed to cost out am a 1 1 eornat i '^e source for the sc?rvices 
t h e y r e c e i v e , In e f f e c: t , be n a vi b a c' t i v i t y rn a ri a g e v ' s a r* c? 
r' e cj u i r e d t c* d r a w c;* r i t hi e i r •' e x p e r b i s e a n d k r i ci w 1 e d g e c* f b h e i i * • 
o w n Cl p ca v"- a b i o n s b o det e v' rn i r‘i e t h e s a v i n g s t h a\, b y' a l\ 1 b f i-'- c:« rn 
e n b e r' i r I g i ri a\ n a g r' ca e rn e r 1 1 wit h N v a 1 P i r S t ^a t i ci r i r-^! o v' t bi 



I 1 a r I cl « T h e f i c? 1 cl rn a r i aye? r r c? p c« r- ted t hi a t sb h e r *' e v i c s t h Gf 
f i j: j u V ' e a n d d a t a s a? n t a\ n d rn a !< e s c o t" t' e a t i la n s v*j hi e n 

a p p r o p v‘- i a t e . The b a b i f o v" a n y c c« r v" e c^ t i o ri b w c* u .1 cl l:« o 



know ledge 


s h e p esses s e d r e q a r ding t hi e t r- u e c' o s b s t hi a t t h i e 


naval ai^• 


statlori incurs by providing service to the 


t enants- 


T hi e f i e 1 cJ ri i a n a g e r s i ri g 1 e d c« u t e s t i rn a t o s o f c o 'fi t 



per siquav-e foot of facilities as an example of whev; a 
corv'octiori rnighL be rnadcM Pis v'epov'ted to the researcher, a 
tenant activity might estimate these costs to be higlicr thav; 
I h ey act i.\a 1 1 y were , 



c- 


I n s t c\ 1 1 ax t i o n s U s i r i g B ic« t hi \A e t h o d s 

H t M a v a 1 S t a t i o n C h a r 1 e t o n , be n a n t s r- e <:.x ]. 


required i 


:o det ev'rni i“ie their unique c:-ost savingcu The field 


rni:.rnager v't 


;i' p c:i r t c? d t h at all f i g v’- e i::- a ri d s u p p o r t i. n i:.] d a 1; i,x .3. r- r . 


f or-warded 


t o hi e •f' - She? i n t u x'' n f o i • w a x'' d s t h i e i ri f c* r' rn a t i o r i t c; 



t h e D e f n s e Ba. s e D p ;•;? r*' a t i 'i« r j s Pi n .a 1 y i s □ f h i c: e i r i 1 e >< a r i cJ r ' i a , 
V i g i n i a w i t hi t hi e c o r r. p 1 c^ t e cl I S 3 Pi » The field rn a ri a q e r’- a 1 s «::• 
reported that she det erm i nes cost avoidance savings that 



resu 1 1 fr*: 


I'm t enarit ac t i v i t i es r ece i v i ng phy s i ca 1 space f r c.<m 


the- naval 


t a t i o n , i ri s b a d c* f hi a v i v^i g t o p u r- c h a s e it i n t hi c? 


local x’-eal 


e s t a t e? rn a i ^ k e t .. T hi e rn e 1 i o d o 1 o q y u s c? d is t o o b t a i r i 


eq u 1 va 1 errt 


rental rates being chav'ged in the local r'eal 


est ate marl 


f.ct from t he? Nava 1 F ac i 1 i t i C7S Evig i ricer i ng C«:.*mmarid « 



These figures av^e then creciited as cost avoidance savinys-. 

6iZi 

f* 



D G t e r- rn i n a t i o r i a r i cl r- e c o r d i r t g o f * c? c» ^ t saving s a t 
N a V a 1 H i v*' S b a b i o n 0 c- c? xa vi a i 53 , a c c o r ' d i ri y t o t hi 3 f i (5 1 cJ rn a n a g co r- 
i n t d.n-'V i ewed , lar'gely accoiripl ishG?d by in“~h«nas=e andUysis- The? 
field rnanagGr reported that this approach is favored becarrse 
if the analysis is done in—hoase, the methodology used to 
d e t e r rn i rj e c o s t s a v i n g s is i n 1 1 r n a t e 1 y k n «:« w ri !;3 y I’-i a v a ]. H .1 r- 

Station Oc•earl^^ workers, vice? tenant activity workers, and 

s u p p o T’' t i n g ci c« c u rn t j ri t a t i c« r”i c a ri b e k e p b i n b hi e 1 o c a 1. v" c ct v *• ci cs 
I ri s 'I' rn c c a s c s „ h c» v\i e v e , the field rn a n a q c r- ) • • e p o r' b rj c:l 1 1 » a t 
t a ri a n b s h a d b e e ri r c? q u o bed b •;:« c c* n d u. c b t i i a i v' o vi 'n a n a 1 y 's a s - 

G e r I e r a 1 1 y , t h e p r o c e d u r e i--' e p c« r t e d f 'O i n - i"; o u s e 
a n a 1 y 3 C3 s c a 1 1 P •: j t cJ e b a r m i ri a b i ri f i r' s t o f the !< r i ■. :« w n c? ..s t s 
the naval erir* statiovi has iricurred in prr-oviding support to 
t h e t a ri a r-, t s. , fi c o o r ( J i n g b «::« t h a f i a 1 d rn a r i ct g e r , b h i s cJ a b a i 
collected f r- o rn direct . j o b c« r d e ri u rn b e r s f r o rn t hi e u d g e t 

a 1 •::« ri e o r ' t h e s e:* n u n 1 b g? r s c o rn b i n a d w i b h e s b i rn a t g? 's P v' o rn 
e ri g i r 1 e e r' i ri g s t u dies. h 1 n ass u rn p t i o n is rn a d e b In cn b b hi e c:* o s t s 
incurrecJ by the naval air sbabion would be the sa^rne costs 
iricurred by a tenaent atcrbivity if it were for^cG?d to p^rovidc 
the? suppov't for' itself. Working within bhis assumption, bhe 
t:l e t e r* rn i ri e d c: c« s:- 1 s a v' e a \ - e tJ i b c d a s s a v i r 1 g ei . 

F. IMPROVEMENTS RECOMMENDED BY FIELD MANAGERS 

ThiisE. SG-?ction focusc^s on the res pons css field rncnnai;.j(.?rs 
g v e b o b hi e q u. 0 s t i c« ri , ' ‘ fi r e? t ! i cj v' e at n y i rn p r- Ci v e rn 0 ? n b Gi J. ri b hi e j 

host —t e nan t progi“*arn you would like to sec? or aony issuers you 
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ThBLE 1 A; RECOMMENDHTIGNS FDR IMPROVEMENT 
OFFERED BY FIELD MPiNOGERS 

FIELD MriNPiGER(S) 

RECOMMENDBIION M 0 JiING_RECOMMEN 

CLPRIFY PROCEDURES 
FOR DETERM I NOT I ON 

OF COST SnVIMGS. NPS NORTH ISLAND, CA 

NS CHARLESTON, SC 
NAS OCEANA, . VA 

STREAMLINE ISSAS.. MAS ALAMEDA, CA 

REVISE CATEGORY 

SUPPORT CODES NAS OCEANA, VA 

PROVIDE MANAGERS 

WITH MORE TRhINING„ . . - - NAS ALAMEDA, CA 

f t :• G 1 ri e g? d t c> be re Gi- c;i 1 v e d' ‘ ? F o u r^ field rn a y i a q e \ ^ s c< r 1" e r • • c*.-. d 
V ' 3 c o !i I iTi 0 ri ci a 1 ; i n 0 , i‘j I *} i c Ii w 0 V' 0 c 1 a 3 0 i f i 0 ci i n t c* f o li v*' ace g •;:« r i. g ? ' . .. 
Each of the categories is discueeed sep^irately bGt'lov’j- Table 
IT s « .1 III rn a i 0 e 3 t h i <0 i n f o r- rn a t i o n , 

i .. C 1 a r i f y P r c« c e d r e b F D e 1 0 r rri i ri a b i o ri o f C c« g:- t S a v i r 1 1. i 

T h e 3 e r" e c o ni rn e ri d t i o ri 3 called f o 1 rn o r- cj d 0 1 a i 3 . e d 

g I j i d a ri c: 0 i/j i 1 1 - 1 r" 0 g a d t c« d 0 1 0 rn i ri t i o n o f c la b 3 a v i ri g f ;• v •• 

i nt crccv'v i ob ar'id i nt raccY^v i ce I SSAs. 

E, S b r e a i n I i n 0 T S S A <= 

This recornrnevidat ion calle-:?d for Y^educi ng the arnouvit 
c> P i n f y-' rn a b i •: :« n c y“- y"- c r i t 1 y v' 0 q u i r' c.? ci i ri a ri I S S A .. T h 0 f i 0 1 d 
rn a v 1 a g 0 r - *r e c o rn rn 0 r i d e d b h a t 'i* r 1 1 y 1 *• e? i rn b i.i v' s b 1 0 s e 1 v i c (£• s s:. h 1 j 1 d 
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be lisbe-d. 



3 - R e V i e C a t q «:.:c r v S u p o c» b C »::» d g 3 

T i~i i 3 T- e c c« rn rn e n d ca b i o ri c: a 1 led f c> r a rn p 1 i P i c a b ;i. •: :« ri o P 

category support codes and i ncor porat i on of elements fo 
in bhe the commercial activities program support codes- 
4 . P V’' iQ V i d G" M a ri a q e? rs, i t I t M o e T r a i r 1 i n q 

This e c o m rn e n d a t i o r 1 call e d f o r b e 1 1 c r ' b r a i n i n g 

field managers in cost analysis and I S 3 IT preparat i on 
gener'a 1 « 



tj vi 



I h (':• 

and 

«> 

of 
i ri 



IV. 



DQTQ qmplvsis 



Pi. INTRODUCTION 

Pill of the data obtained by the researcher will be 

analyzed in the context of the research questions posed in 

Chapter I- The research questions were collected in sets, 

and each set was listed (1) thv'ouqh (3). Each set of 
questions addresse?d a different issue r'cgarding the DRIS> 
Program. Set (1) dealt with the existence and chav^acter of 
problems being faced by field managers. Set (2) dealt with 
the issue of disputes, and set (3) dealt V'jith the 

det ermi nat i on and use of cost savings- 

Spec i f i ca 1 1 y the v'esearch questions were: 

(1) Pre field managers experiencing any problems 

preparing and/or adrninist rat ing ISSPs? If so, what 
are these problems? What are some recommended 
so 1 ut i ons? 

(£') How frequently do disputes arise over ISSPls? Plre 
there any categories of disputes that appear to 
recur? How are disputes resolved? 

(3) How are the reported cost savings that v'esult from 

having an ISSP determined? What is being done with 
this data? 

In this chapter, these questions are answered, mostly by 
using the findings presented in Chapter IV, and also by 
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i rit rod Lici ng additional i nf orrnat i on obtained from two other 



Bources- 

The first source was broad analysis of the field manager 
interviews. Often during the course of these interviews, 

the answers given by the field managers to one question 
addressed other issues beyond the one that the question was 
related to. In recognition of this, analysis of the total 
set of answers given during these intev^views was made.. 
Responses were collated in an attempt to ansv'jer two sets of 
research questions in particular, as accu’rately and complete- 
ly as possible. These two sets of research questions 
related to the problems field managers were facing and the 
deterrninat ion and utility of cost savings. 

The second source was information obtained from the 
interview conducted with the Navy Executive Coordinating 
Pgent for the DFHS Program. . Ps the reader will discover^, 
the volume of this information is small relative to the 
field manager interviews. It e^lso directly relates to the 
research questions addressing the det errn i nat i on and utility 
of cost savings. 

B. THE EXISTENCE PiND CHHRPCTER OF- PROBLEMS BEING FPCED BY 

FIELD MPNPGERS 

The first question ^tsked was: fire field managers> 

experiencing any problems preparing and/or adm i n i st v^at i ng 
ISSPs? The data indicates the answer is yes. The second 
question asked was: If so, what are these problems? The 
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data indicated the existence of a number of problem 
categories, which will be presented and discussed. The 
recornmendat i ons made by four of the field managers, 

presented in Chapter III, is considered a sufficient answer, 
at this point, to the third question: What are some 

recommended sol ut ions? 

1 . Prob 1 em Categories 

Chapter III presented the answers given by the field 
managers to the interviev^j question, “What difficulties have 
you encountered in preparing or administrat ing ISSPs"? 
Seven problem categories were discussed: 

(1) Getting an ISSP Through Two Organ i sat i ons 
(E*) Interpret ing Mppl i cable Regulat ions 
<5) Demands of Other Job Responsibilities 

(4) Lack of Cost Information 

(5) Proper Ident i f icat ion of a Reimbursable Service 

(6) Lack of Physical Space Available For Tenants 

(7) Tenant Relocation. 

P broad analysis of the interviews indicated that two new 
categories could be added, bringing the total to nine. 
These categories were: 

(3) Personnel Shortages 

(9) Determining Cost Savings When the Host is the Bole 
Source. 



These additions will be briefly discussed. 



Personnel Shortages 



a ■ 

The evidence for this category is in the 
responses given by the field managers at Naval Pir Stations 
Plarneda and North Island. In answering the question, "How 
much time, on a monthly basis, do you estimate you spend on 
the administrat ion of ISSPs?", each specifically cited 
personnel shov'tages. PI so, the field manager at Naval Pir 
Station Plarneda cited personnel shortages as the reason why 
cost savings analyses had not been performed. 

Recall from Table 7 that each of these field 
managers claimed only fifty percent of their ISSPs we*re up 
to date. These percentages were the lowest for the 
instal lat ions sampled. The researcher believes personnel 
shortages to be a major f^^ctor cont i but i ng to this. 

b. Determining Cost Savings When the Host is the 

Sole Source 

This difficulty was reported by the field 
manager at Naval Station Nev^jport. The field manager^ v^as 
asked to elaborate on the method used to determine ISSP cost 
savings. Fixed costs associated with the production and 
distribution of utilities are allocated, on an equal basis, 
among all tenant activities. Pn assumption is then made 
that these costs would be identical to those any one tenant 
activity would incur", if that tenant activity were to drav^; 
utilities from an alternate sour"ce. Because the tenant 
activity is dv"awing utilities from Naval Station Newport, 
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hovv^ever-, the costs are consi dered to be cost savings that 
result from the ISSP- 

The problem, as reported by the field manager, 
is that in reality there is no other source for utilities 
available to tenant activities. Naval Station Newpov't is 
designated the Public Works Lead Activity, and it must 
pv-ovide all teriant activities with utilities. Likewise, 
t enant act i v i t i es must draw their ut i 1 i t i es f rom the na va 1 
station- In short, neither* party has any real alternative. 

The researcher believes an issue is raised here. 



That issue 


is : 


if 


a 


host activity is 


providing a unique 


service to 


a 


t enant 


activity ( i n o t her 


words, is the sole 


source for 


that 


service) 


how realistic is 


it to expect that 


the costs 


incurred 


by 


the host would 


be the s a m e c o s t s 


incurred by 


a 


t enant 


9 


The assumption that the costs would 


be i dent i ca 1 


and 


hence 


, can be considered 


ISSP cost savings, 


is suspect- 













This a 


ssumpt i on r 


i sks 


consi der i ng 


t h e? f ac i 1 i t i es 


a h ost act i V i t y 


possesses 


bo 


be a given. 


That is, the 


f ac i 1 i t i es be i n g 


used by 


the 


host v^ould 


be the same 



facilities used by the tenant. Ps a consequence, c^^pital 
and sunk costs are ignored- Economies of scale are also 
overlooked. Would a tenant activity actually utilize the 
same f ac i 1 i t i es t he host act i v i t y possesses i n an eq ua 1 1 y 
efficient manner? Or, would it even be cost ~*ef f ect i ve for' 
tenant to be provided facilities on the scale that exist for 
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wo u 1 d t h en form the answer t o the q uest i on : 



Ulhat prob 1 erns 



are field managers e^dm in i st rat i ng ISSPis facing? 

The findings suggest that the problem category 
numbered (1) is unique- Therefore, the difficulties 

associated with getting ISSPs through two or gani sat i ons are 

isolated to form the new problem category designated P- 

The problem categories numbered (3) and (B) (Demands 
of Other Job Respons i b i 1 i t es and Personnel Shortages, 

respectively) may be logically combined under the assumption 
that an extra pev'son, trained to administrate ISSPs, v-jould 
help alleviate the difficulties assoc i at e?d with these two 
seperate catego’ries- Pi new problem categor'y -results, which 
is designated 

Cornbinirtg numbev^ed p'roblern categories (4) and (9) 
(Lack of Cost Savings Info-rrnation and Determining Cost 

Savings When the Host is the Sole Source, respectively) is 
intuitive- Ph -new p-roblem category designated C, p-roblerns 
Determining Cost Savings, is created- 

The resea-rchc'r assumed that if the regulations 
governing the DRIS Program were more precise in defining 
what a v'e i mbursab 1 e service is and is not, under 

interservice and intraser'vice conditions, then field 

maria g ers wo u 1 d ex per i ence fewer d i f f i c u 1 1 i es wh en 

determining reimbursable services and rates- Under this 
ass urn pt ion, the problem categories Int erp-ret ing Pppl i cable 
Regulations and p-roper Identification of a Reimbursable 
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Service (numbered (5) and (6)) may be combined. The problem 
category deeignated D, Interpreting i^pplicable RegulationSn 
is created. 

Finally, the two problem categories related to 
physical space, numbered (6) and (7), may be intuitively 
combined. This last problem category, Physical Space 
Problems is designated E. 

3. The Severity of Problems F^eported 

P natural follow-up question is. What significance 
for the DRIS Program is atte^ched to the pr'oblerns reported by 
field managers? The data does not provide a clean answer. 
However, the reseav^chev' contends that only two categories of 
problems have any significant implications for the DRIS 
Program. These categories c^re C, Problems Determining Cost 
Savings and D, I nt ev‘'pret i ng Applicable Regulations. The? 
remaining problem categories, while they may be serious 
enough at any single i net a 1 1 at i on, are not considered by the 
researcher to be as severe- A discussion of e^^ch problem 
category fol lows. 

a. Category A: Getting ISSAs Through Two 
Organ i zat i ons 

The existence of this problem categor'y may 
indicate that processing an ISSA does not have the priority 
for accomplishment that competing tasks do. This could 
certainly frustrate a consc i ent i ous field managev'. As a 
whole, however, the problem category is not considered 
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sevei'-'e because 



no 



evidence was unco veiled which indicated 



that a host activity would stop providing support to a 
tenant activity merely because the ISSR was not up to date- 

The value of an ISSP is thc^t it constitutes a\ 
contract betv'jeen the host and tenant activities. Each par* ty 
should strive to ensure the ISSP is kept timely- In the 
face of a large workload, however, it may be inevitable that 
some ISSfis v^jill wov^k thei r way through the two organ i zat i ons 
at a relatively si o w pace « The r eseav^ch er h y pot h i z es t h at 
ISSPs which list only common services would be especially 
prone t o s uch neg 1 ect . 

b« Category B: Personnel Shortages 

UJh i 1 e this prob 1 ern cat egory i s cert a i n 1 y 
significant in terms of the increased workload placed upon 
the workers at an i nst a 1 1 at ion, the researcher does not 
cons i d er this pro b 1 ern cat e g ory t o be a s i g n i f i cant one 
overfill. The reason why is that the data offered evidence 
that the implications of this problem were unique to the 
thv^ee instal 1 at ions report ing pev^sonnel shortages- For 
example, at the Naval Postgraduate School the field rnanageY*' 
reported that, because of her other job respos i b i 1 i t i es, she 
was able to work on ISSPs only as the need arose. This was 
the only implication of a personnel shortage reported. Yet, 
the estimate given for the pjercentage of ISSPs considcv-*ed up 
to date was eighty percent . The researcher considered this 
percentage rate to be evidence that a personnel shortage is> 
not a severe problem at the Naval Postgraduate School. 
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l^B already noted, the eetirnates given by the 
field rnana g ers at Nava 1 i r St at i ons f) 1 arneda and Mov't h 
Island were only fifty percent. These were the lowest 
figures reported. The evidence suggested that at Naval flir 
Station North Isla\nd, the low estimate was the only 
implication of the pev’'sonnel shortage. Plso, the response 
given by the field manager indicated that once the fiscal 
year budget was closed out, she would be expected to retu-rn 
t o I SSf] £\drn i n i st rat i on full t i me- I n shor t , at Nava 1 f\ i r 

3 bat ion North Island, the problem of a. personnel shortage, 

in terms of ISSP adrni n i st v*'at i on, was considered to be 

t ernpora*ry . 

This was not the case at Naval Air St ad’ ion 

A 1 arned a . At this i nst a 1 1 at i on , t here were t v^o i rnp 1 i cat i ons 

associated with the shortage of pev'sonnel reported by thic 
field manager. First, there was the report given that ISSAs 
were reviewed and updated only when time permitted and not 
at ail if budget matters arose. Second, the personnel 

shortage precluded det errn i nat i ori of any cost savings. 

The researcher believes that Naval Air Station 
A 1 aimed a will cont i nue t o ex per i cnce 1 ow rat es o f I SSAs 
considered up to date until the personnel shortage in the 
Budget Office is alleviated. However, only the managers at 
this installation can be rea 1 i st i ca 1 1 y expected to seb the 
priorities for the wov*'k to be accomplished, and it could 
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very well be that new worker would be assigned tasks 

considered rnov'e urgent than ISSPi adrninist *rat i on„ 

In summary, the data indicates that pe-rsonnel 
shortages affect i nst a 1 1 at i ons in unique ways- The 

researchev" was unable to identify any broad implications of 
this problem categov'y for the DRIS Program. 

c- Category C: Problems Det errn i n i ng Cost Savings 

The e s e a r c h e r c c< n t e r i d s t h a t t h e s e p r c« b 1 e rn nn. h a v e 

the g r c a t e s t i rn p 1 i c a t i o r i s f c* r t h e D R 1 3 P r c« g v' a m . f; f u 1 1 

discussion of these? is presented as part of the data 

analysis conducted to answer the third resear'ch question. 

Th e v^esear ch er was s t ruck by t h e fact t hat f i c 1 d 
managers at only tvsio i nst a 1 1 at i ons reported having problems 
determining cost savings. Ms Tables 16 and 17 indicab e, a 
case can be made that this problem is more widespread- Of 
the five inst a 1 1 at i ons whose field rnanagev^s reported 
documenting cost savings, three v^ecommended tha\t the 

p*rocedures fo*r determining cost savings be clarified- Or 
thGfse three, only the Naval Piv^ Station Oceana field manager 
v'e por t ed a p*ro b 1 ern det er m ini n g cost sa v i n g s and r ecomrnend ed 
c 1 ar i f i cat i on of the proced uv'es- Hov-^ever , if it i s assumed 
that a recomrnendat i on to clarify the procedures was made in 
response to difficulties encount ev^ed , then it is logical to 
conclude that the remaining tv-^o Field managers are also 
finding det erm inat i on of cost savings to be a problem- 
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TdBLE IG: DOTH PlNRLYSIS, COMPPlRISON OF 

INSTPiLLfiTIONS REPORTING COST SAVINGS 
AMD REPORTING COST SAVINGS TO BE A PROBLEM 



INilGULrQIIQN 


FIELD MANAGER 
REPORTED DEITERMINATIOM 
OF COST SAVINGS 
TO BE A PROBLEM 


MnVHL POST GRPDUPTE 

SCHOOL, CP 


NO 


NP3 NORTH ISLPND, CP. . 


, . . NO 


NS CHARLESTON, SC 




NAS OCEANA, VA 


, . YES 


NS NEWPORT, RI 


YES 



TABLE 17: DATA ANALYSIS, COMPARISON OF 

INSTALLATIONS REPORTING COST SAVINGS 
AND RECOMMENDING A CHANGE RELATED TO 
THE DETERMINATION OF COST SAVINGS 



INSTOLLPTION 


FIELD MANAGER 
RECOMMENDED A CHANGE 
RELATED TO 
DETERMINATION OF 
CQSI_SAVINGS 


NAVAL POSTGRADUATE 

SCHOOL, CA. 




NPS NORTH ISLPND, CP. . 


YES 


MG CHPRLESTON, SC 




NPS OCF-PNP, VP. ..... . 


YES 


NS NEWPORT, RI 


NO 



In Burnrnar'y, 



f oar^ 



of the five field rnanagc-rrs 



v^eport i ng cost sav i ngs e i t her repor't ed det errn i nat i on o f cost 
savings to be a problem, or recommended a change -relating to 
cost savings. The -reseav^cher’ s opinion is that determina- 
tion of cost sa'vings is a more widespread problem the^n Table 
15 suggests. 

d. Category D: I nt ev'pret i ng Applicable F^egulations 

Fixes fo’r categor^-y D problems would, of course, 

h a V e the g v" e a t e s t i m pact Ci n t hi e e n t i r e D R I S P i ^ c* g -r- a m . F" c:* i ”* 
this G a s 'D ri , cat e g o r y D p r o b 1 e rn s a e c ci n side r e d t i'a b e a ■:r:^ 
significant ais those in cate?gory C. Indeed, the proposed 
change to DOD Regulation ^^0!Zl0- :l. 9, if adopted, would 
eliminate catego-ry C problems eritirely since the revised 
f o -f " rn a t f c« r 1 S S A s , n 'i« u *n d e r' c la n s i d e r- a t i c* ri , d 'H e s r? o t r e q u i e 

cost savings to be recorded. 

e. Categov^y E: Physical Space f-'roblerns 

This category of problems was not corisidered 
s i g*n i f i cant s i nee all of the r e po-rt ed i rist ances we-ro>? 1 ocat ed 
at a single i nst a 1 1 at i on, Naval Station San Diego. The 
researche-r’ s opinion is that the categov-y itself is a viable 
one for classify irig the problems that field manaigers may be 
having that relate to the physica^l space at their 

i nst a 1 1 ext i on. The data i'ndicates, however, that the affects 
of the categov'y will be unique to the installation 
ex per i enc i "ng such problems. 
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B. THE ISSUE OF DISPUTES 

The reseav^ch questions- associated with disputes were; 
How f’requently do disputes anise over" ISSPs? Pre there any 
categories of disputes that appeav- to recur? How are 
disputes resolved? Each of these questions is discussed 
sepev^at g? 1 y- 

1 - F r e Cj Li e ri c of D i s p u t e s 

The data does riot provide a simple answer- to the? 
q Lies b i on : Hov^ f req uent 1 y do d i sput es ar i se over I SSPs? The 

rate at which disputes occurv^ed Vciried among the responses 
given by field rnanGigers- For example, at the Naval 
Postgraduate School, the tv'jo incidents previoLisly discLissed 
e r e t h e o n 1 y •::« r \ e s v" c? p o r t -e d „ Li k e w i s e , th e d i s p li t e 
described at Nav^^l StGition Charleston was the only one 
report ed . 

Pt Naval Statiori San Diego, the issue of tenant 
activity SLipport for the naval station watchbill was the 
on 1 y d i sput e repjort ed and no i nd i cat i on as t o t he f req Liency 
was given. Similarly, the field manager at Naval Pir 

Station Plarneda pv'ovided details of the disputes she 
pro f essed know 1 ed g e o f b Lit gave no i nd i cat i on as t o t h e i r 
f req Liency. 

Foliv^ of the field managG?rs interviewed did provide 
some ’reference to dispute fv^eq Liency. The refere3nces were by 
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n o rn sans \.x n i f c« r m , h o w e v e ’r ; s rn s w 0 e qua ri t i b a t i v e 0 s t i rn a 1 0 s 
iMhile others were purely subjective es ti mates - 

At Naval Air Station Alameda, the field rnanagev- 
reported that disputes over personnel detailed to work i ri 
the installation galley occurred all the time. In contv’'asb, 
the field manager' at Naval Station Norfolk reported that no 
disputes had arisen in awhile. The field manager at Naval 
Air Station Oceana estimated that disputes occurred once ov 
twice during I3SA reviews but added that, gevie'ra 1 1 y , 
v'e 1 at i ons w i t h t he t enant act i v i b i es were agreec^b 1 e« 
Finally, the field rriavia g er at Nava 1 St at i on Newpor t st at ed 
h e w a s a w a v' e o f n 1 y t w «d r t h i r e e i n s t ex n c e s:; c> f d i s p u b e s , 1 1 

iz« V e V" r-' 0 i m b u r s 0 rn 0 r 1 1 's f c« r 1 0 1 0 p hi cj r 1 0 3 0 r' v i c e - 
E; . Rec ur r i n q C a t eg o r i es of D i s d ut es 

Arnon g the i nst all at i ons sarn pled, some ca\t 0 gor i es o f 
disputes did r'ecur. Table 18 summarizes this information. 

Field rnariagers at seven of the eight i nst a 1 1 at i oris 
sampled repov^ted at least one instance of a dispute. These 
reports were categov^ized as eithG?r disputes over reimburse-- 
rn e ri t s or' d i s p u 1 0 s c« v 0 r' rn a n p o e r' - F i e 1 d rn a r 1 a g 0 v s a t F i v e «z« F 
the SE? ven i ns t a 1 1 at i ons r e po’r t i n g d i e*> p u 1 0 S^ c i t *ed d i s p u t e-s 
over reimbuv^sernent s- The two remaining field managers 
reported disp^utes over manpower. (Table 10 surnrnav*'ized these 
findings). The character of the rnanpov'jcr disputes was 
identical- Each centered on provisions in the ISSAs whereby 
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TQBLE iS: 



DPTfi ftNP.LYSIS, DISPUTES REPORTED 
BY CPTEGGRY PND LGCPTION 



CPTEGORY 



LOCQIIONS 



P. DISPUTES OVER 
REIMBURSEMENTS 



1. PPPROPRIPTEMESS. NPVPL P03TGRPDUPTE 

SCHOOL, CP 

NPS NORTH ISLPND, CP 
MS CHPRLESTOM, SC 
NS NEWPORT, RI 



E‘„ PCCURPCY NPVPL POSTGRPDUPTE 

SCHOOL, CP 
NPS OCEPMP, VP 

B. DISPUTES OVER 

MPNPOWER. NPS PLPMEDP, CP 

NS SPN DIEGO, CP 



t e ri a ri t a c t i. v i t i e s a g v- e e d t o p v" c« v i d b p e r’' id v'-i n c? 1 b i.i p p o 1 f c* v 

b h 0 1 riB t a 1 1 a t i on . 

The character of the re i rnbursernerit ss disputes wev'e 
not identical- These disputes, V'jhen analy^^ed, gene*raliy 
fell into one of two subcat egov' i es : accuracy of a 

'r e i rn b u -r seme ri t o r* the a p p v*' C' p i a t e n (•? s s «d f a r “ e i rn b i.i r s e m e n t . 
One field manager pv'ovidcd two instances of disputes over- 
re i mburse merit s, for a total of six instances- Dispubes ove:*r 
the appropr i c7;t eness of a re i mbuv'sement wev'e repov"-ted four 

times. Disputes over the accuracy of a v^e i mbursemo?nt were 
reported two times- 

In summary, the data indic£iitcs tliat some Cc\tegorics 
of disputes do recur. Of the categories discussed, the daba 
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indicates that disputes over the appropr i at eness of a host 
act i V i t i es seek i ng re i rnbursernent are more 1 i ke 1 y to occuv' 
than disputes over the accuracy of the re i rnbursernent » 

3. Peso 1 u t X on of E) i s p u t e s 

fls discussed in Chapter IV, the data indicates that 
disputes a.Y'G resolved by viegotiation and refev'ring to the 
regulations that govern the DRIS Pr'ogrcarn. Hlso, the data 
indicates that w i t h i *n t h e •::« r g a n i a t i o ri s t r u c:- 1 ti r* e , ri i s- p u. t e s 
a r*' e r'' e s c« 1 v e d e i b hi e v'- a t , v' v e v' y c 1 s e t ci , t hi e- ]. e v e 1 c« f t h c:- 
field rnana g er s i n t er v i e vjed « 

4. The Severity of Di?r>pute?s 

Once? again, a fair follovvj-up question is: Uihat arc 

t h e i rn p 1 i c a t i o n s f the I" i n d i ri g s r' e 1 a ted t o d i s p u t e s f i::i 'r t hi c 
D I B F' r o g r a rn ? E{ a s e d o ri t h e data, t he i s s • j e ■!' f d i s p li t e s i s 
not s i gn i f i cant . Th ere are four r easons for this o p i n i on » 

Fiv's.t, not a single field manager interviei^;ed 
reported having difficulties v'esolving disputes or recommend- 
e d a n y a c t i o n be t a k e n t h t r e 1 a t e d t o t hi e *r e s c< 1 li b i o r i f 

d i sput es« 

Second, although it must be admitted that rio 
conclusive or quantitative evidence u^as prersenbed to fully 
answer the question regarding the frequency of disputes, the 
researcher contends that a br'oad analysis of the data 
indicates disputes occuv^ at ver^y low rate- Recall that 
only one field manager provided a response that could even 
be interpreted to mean disputes were routine occurrences. 
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This:. was the re?po>''t given by the field manager at Naval Hir 
Station Alameda, who stated disputes over galley personnel 
arose all the time. It should also be noted that, despite 
this statement, the dispute over galley personnel V‘jas the 
on 1 y k i nd report ed at this i nst a 1 1 at i on. Th us, t he 

researcher' rna i nt a i ns t hat the f req uency of d i sput es i s 1 ow« 

Third, VMhen disputes were reported, the data 
suggests that they are r'csolved in a p*rofessiorial manners 
via negotiation and referring to the regulations. 

Fourth, the data suggests that the majority of 
disputes are •resolved at or near the level of the field 
m a ‘n age *r- s i n t e r viewed- T ii e e s e a r' c h e •r-' c «=i n tend s t n a t V'j i t 'n i n 
the fo r m a 1 t*' g a ri i z. a t i o n s t v"- u c t u r“- e o f a r i y i ri t:- tall a t i r i , t ! • « 1 r::;. 

1 e V 0 1 r- e p v' e s e v"i fc s the 1 o w e s t t hi a t a ri y I S S P d i s p u t e c u !l. d !. j ( ■ 
•resolved at - 

« 

D. THE DETERMINATION AND USE OF COST SAVINGS 

The research questions asked wev'e : How zire the reported 

cost savings; that result from having an ISSA determined? 
Uhat is being done with this data? Each of these questions 
will be discussed seperately. 

1 - The Pet erm i nat i on o f Cost Sa'v^ i nqs 

The dcita indicates there are two answers to the 
f i v'st q uest i on. F i rst , cost s.av i rigs ar e det ev'rn i ried i vi a 
non-st andard manner'. Second, the figures reported as cost 
savings are pa^ssed on to the DFRIS Databank without any 
feedback p-rovided to the field managers that submitted them.. 
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The field managers were not specifically asked 
V'j h e b h e r'' C ' r n o t they li a d eve e c e i v e d f c e d b a c k f r’' C' rn t he DR I S 

D^at aban!-^.. However., the researcher" did ask the field 

managers a^t the three installations not reporting cost 
savings if they hard ever been queried about their- 
ri o ri -- c o rn p 1 i a ri c e wit hi t h e v" e q u i r" e rii e n t t Ci v" e p o r" t c 'i' s t s a v i ri g s « 
Hll thre>e field rnanagev"s V"eported rio questions had ever been 
asked • 

There are add i t i oria 1 i nd i cat i ons t hat cost sav i n gs 
are not being verifiedu During the interview with bhe field 
manager at Naval Station Charleston, it was reported that no 
i:i n G had e v e r" q i.i e s b i o n e d t h e c o -s t s a v i ri g s f i g u r e s s u b rn i 1 1 e d 
or the met h od o 1 o g i es s u brri i 1 1 ed with the fig ur es « F i na 1 1 y , 
d L\ r i n g t hi e i n t e r v i e w w i t hi t h e i'-l a v y Exec u t i v e C <;:< iii r" d i ri a t i r i g 
Pgent for" the DRIS Pr"ogram, the r"esearcher specifically 

a s k. e d w h e t h e r c« r" n t the a a s t s xa v i n g s f i g u r" e s s u b rii i 1 1 e d t o 

the DRIS Databank wer"e chiecked by indeperident analysis for' 
a c c u r a c y .. T h e a n s w e r g i v e ri w as that t o t li e b e s t c« f i !~i e 

i nt er"v i ewee’ E-r knowledge, the figur"es wer'-e not checked- 
C. Questions Raised By The F'indinqs 

Of cour"SG it may ver"v well be that all of the 

figures being r"epor"ted ar"e accur-ate and hence, no feedback 
is n e c e s s a r" y - H o e v e r , c la ri side r" t h e f 1 1 o w i n g f ir.« u r- - }::« i n b 

discussion bstsed ori the findings pr"esented- The r"G?se£<i"cher' 
c o n t e n d s that s e v e r" a 1 n e v*; q la e t i n s a r" e v" a i s e d r" e g a r d i ri g t hi e 

o f cost saw i n g Ei . 

3 d 



aicc ur" a-icy and comp 1 et eness 



Third, recall the education profiles of the fiG?ld 
manager's int erviev-jed and the numbers of field managers that 
reported 'receiving formal traini'ng in the purpose and/or* 
adrninistra t io'n of the DRIS Program- Table 4 i ndicated that 
the people adrni ni st rat i*ng ISSPs are we?l 1 -’••educated- Hovvever, 

c« f the G- i g i"i t f i e 1 d rn a 'n a g e i-" s p r o f i led, c« n 1 y t w have e d u c a 

tionaxl backq'rounds th^it can be assumed to have includc:*d 
exposure to cost anal'ysis techniques. These two a're the 

field rnanagerr with a deg're^e in accounting and the fic-?ld 

rnanage'r with a degree in e'ng i nee'r i ng . Table 5 indicated 

that on 1 y t wo c*f the eight field rnana g er s had r ecc i ved 
fo'rrnal training. While the quality of o'n-t he-.job tr'ai'ning 
ca'n'not be addreS'Sed by the data presented in this thesis, it 
h a s b e e ri c s t a t* 1 i s h e cj t in a t t he D R I S C cj u r s e d e s i v*i (r 1 j..i c 3 e 
trainirig in cost analysis and that both field manage-rs wino 
completed this cou'rse 'reported it was be'neficial- This data 
r a i se s a n o t h er^ c| u e s t i o n : a re the i n d i v i d u a 1 s w h o are b c i n g 

V" e q u i r e ( J t c« d e t e 'r*' rn i n e I'Z' s t s a v 1 n g s p 'r C' e r 1 y t v' a i ri (a d f o v' 
this? 

Finally, cons, id er the fi ridings related to the 
a rii III Li n t la ci f time f i e 1 cj rn a n a g e r s 'r^ e p la r t e c J 1 1 1 e 'y vm e v- e s 1:3 e v i d i *ri g 
on the adrninistrat ion of ISSHs. Admittedly, the da'ba does 
n iGi t' s ui g g e s t vi It at t h e <i« p b i rn 1 a rn o li n b ii« f t i rn e s p e n t a d rn i r'l i s -- 
tratinq ISSPis should be?. Recall that field managers at 'fivo 
of the eight i nst a 1 1 at i o'ns provieJed r'esponses that indicated 
the amounts of time spent adrn i n i st rat i ng IBSPis varied with 
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the:- uv'gericy for bringing thorn up to d£ite» Thio. suggests 
that adrni n istrat ion of ISSPis often does not have the 
priority of competing tasks. The question raised is: do 

the field manager's have the time to conduct sophisticated 
analyse?^ of cost savings? 

In summary, thiE? r-esearreher contends that the data 
i nd i cat es severa 1 nev*; q uest i oris about t he det errn i nat i on of 
c ir« s t s a V i ri q s> . These c a n b c r"- e d «j. c* e cl t 'C« t w o b r' «Zi a d q e s t i o v i c; « 

F i r s t , a r- e t hi e c iii s t s a v i ri g s b e i n q r ** e p ci r t e d a c c ti r a t c? ? 

Second, are all of the cost savings that could be reported 
be i n g r e por t cd ? 

3. T hi c U s e ■::< f C o s- 1 S a v i n q 

Piccor'ding to DOD Regulation 4000- 19R, completed 

ISSfts are to be sent bo the E)RIS Databank- The cost savings 
reported on the ISSP]s are extracted and i ncor pov'-at C'd into 
the database for' use by the DQD Component s. If a member of 
any of the DOD Component s r'eq u i red st at i st i ca 1 i rif or'rna t i on 
contained in the databank (for ex simple, for a management 
study) the information could be obtained by contacting the 
analysts at the DRIS Databank. 

Dur'ing the interview with the Navy Executive 

Coordinating Pgent for the DRIS Program, it was reported 
that the purpose of the DRIS Databank extended beyorid DOD. 
P c c o r' ding t o b h is i n d i v i d '.i 1 , the rn a i ri p u r-' p 'O s e o f b h e D R I S 
D a t a b a ri k. w a s s o that m e im b e r o f C o n g r - ess c o u Id be p) - o v .i. cl e ci 
q u a n t i b a t i v e i n f «i' r' m a t i is ri o n the c ri s 'Z« 1 i d a t i > 1 ' ri e f f ic r t s vi i b h i ri 
DOD. 
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Cost saviY^igB, then, appear to have two First, 

they av'e a measure of how wall DOD is consolidating base 
support services. Second, they are a measure of the 
ef f act i veness of the DRIS Program., 

Reccdl from Chapter II that the future of the DRI'E> 
Dvatabank is in question- Pccor'ding to the Navy Executive 
Coordinating Mgent for the DRIB Program, it curr-'ently is riot 
a V i a b 1 e o r* g a n i z a t i n - T h i.i s , w i~i e t h^r o r- n o t c o s t 'i: a v :i. ri q :.s 

hi a V e ri y f i.i t i.i r e u s e s ‘r e m a i vi s t o b e s e e ri . 

- I m p 1 i cz^t i ons 

What are the i rn p 1 i cat i ons> of these f i rid i n g s for t h e 
DRIS P 'r o g t a rn ? T h ere a r e f o u r- p s s i b I e a n e r' s - 

F i r' s t , t\\ e r" e a e ri o i rn pi i c a t i o ri s be c a v. c t h e D R I S 

E>atabank is not a viable or gan i zat i on. If the DRIS Databank 
were actually a vz^luable source of information to Congress 
or any s i gn i f i cant po 1 i cy -rnak i ng or g an i zat i on w i t h i n DOE), 
t hi e n it w o i.i 1 d still b e i n o p e v' a t i c» ri . T hi e i ri f c« r- rn a t i *n 

p r o V i d e d t o the r' e s e a r' c h e 'r i n (d i c a t e s that DO D 1 1 c l"i n •:» 

vailue to the^ E^RIE> Dzrtabank and is seeking to withdv'avj the 
s I.I p p o 'r' t f o r it. 

Second, thcr'e are no i mp 1 i cat i oris because every 
i nst a 1 1 at i on is d i f f erc^nt » I ndeed , adopt i ng un i form 

pv'ocedures to determine cost savings would be i nappv'opr i at e 
b e (z a u s e n iii t w o field rn a ri a g (Z i-" s f ace the s a rn a s e t f 

c i rcurns-t ances. 
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Thiv'd, there are no implications because the figuree 
a r e i v“i c 'i' r-' p «n a t a d i n t c« I" he D R I S Da t a b a rj I-:. {^} i t hi ■!> li t 

being checked- In short, it is relatively un i rnport ant hoi,i 

cost savings are determined, ov' even if they are determined 
at all- What matters is that if cost savings are being 
reported, the methodologies used to determine the cost 
savings must appear r'C£\sonab 1 e- 

Fourth, the cost savings being reported are 

i n lO m p 1 e t e c\ n d i n a c c u r a b e - If t h i s i s i r« d e e d t h e c a > a , L h ri 
g o V e r- n m g? n t p o 1 i c y m a k e s i r f t e r- g? s t. e d i r i h o vj e? 1 1 E) D D i 
c o n sol i d a t i n g base' s u p p r t s c r v i c' e s , a. r e n 'G' t b e i ri g p r 'G* v :i. d e d 
with the bc?st i nf orrnat i on- fllso, one method for mcn-asur rig 
the e f feet i v e n e s s c« f t h e D R 1 3 P r o g r a rn :i. s s li s p e a t - 

E- SUMMnRY OF FINDINGS 

The significant findings of this research a’re present G-'d 
bel ovM- 

1 u Pro b 1 ems Hd rn i n i st at i n n I SSHs 

The p r" c« b 1 c rn s faced by f i e 1 cJ rn a r i a g e v"- s. c a ri b c c 1 a s- s i 
f i e d i ‘n t o f i V' e c a t e g iij 'r i e s - 

( 1 ) G c 1 1 i ri g I S S H T h r*' o l\ g h T vi o D v' g a r i i z a t i ci r i s 

( E ) Per sonne 1 Sh or- 1 a g es 

(3) Problems Determining Cost Sewings 

(4) Intev'pret ing Pppl icable Regulab ions 

(5) Phys^ical Space Problems 



a? 



The? 1 3 3 u c? rif f D i 3 put so 3 



The f C' 1 1 c;« Vi i ri g i ri f o r- ni a t i o ri b li m i ii a r i z g b the f i ri d i r i g b 

f or this i BB UG i: 

<1) Disputes between hosts and tenants tend to occur 
infrequent ly« 

<£) Disputes tend to be resolved through negotiation and 
by referencing bhe regulations. 

(3) Disputes tend to be resolve^d at the lowest pv‘-actical 

1 e V e 1 o f a n i ri s t all a. t i o ri s c* r g a n i z a b i o n s t r" ti c t u e « 

( ) G e rj E{- r'' a 1 1 y , d i s p u t e s t e n d t o c« c c li r rn c« r e o f b e n o v e r 1 1 1 e 

a p p r o p V' i a b e n e B s o f a h o s b 3 e e k i n g r e i rn b u r s e rn e n t f v- c« m 

a tenant- 

3- T hi £■ Pet e r rn i r < a t :i. c< n c« f C o s t S a v i n n s 

T hi E? f 1 1 o w i ri g in r c« r rii t i •!» ri s u rn rn a v' i z e s t hi e f i n d i v i g 
for this i ssue : 

(1) Cost savings are determined via^ norr-st andav’d 
in e t h o d c« 1 o g i e s - 

( c! ) The c o B t B a v i ri g s t a t at r e r e p c« v' b e d a r e ri o t v e r i f i d . 

( 3 ) T w c* 3 i g n i f i c a n t q u e s i; i o n s a r c? r a i s e d c ri c e r' n i n g t h e 

dc-/terrninat ion of cost Bavings. First, arC"? the cost 
s V i n g s a c c u r' ate? S e c o ri d , a r e all p c« s s i b 1 e c o s t 
sav i ngs be i ng report ed ? 
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V. 



CONCLUSIONS f)MD RECOMMENDHT I QMS 



A. CONCLUSIONS 



The following cone luB ions av'e drawn from the findings 
and data analysis presented in the preceding chapters,. 



1 - Pro b 1 e rns Ad m i n i s t rat i n i\\ I SSAs 

The r eseav*'ch er fee Is t h at t h e five pv*'o b 1 em 
categories presented in Chapter IV w-jould fairly represent 
some (but not necessarily all) of the more common problems 
that could be encounts’red in ISSA adrn i n i st rat i on at any Navy 
field activity- 

D i sput es 

1 1 was not s ur pr i s i n g t o d i sco v er t hi at d i s p u t es 
result mainly over r'e i rnbursernent s. Operating funds are 
scarce resource and the prudent finanical manager (whether' 
host or tenant) seeks to maximize their use- The data of 
this thesis indicates that most disputes will occur over the 
a p pr o pr i at eness o f a host seek i n g 're i rn b ur sement f r om a 

tenant- A possible reason for this is that the^ accuracy of 
a re i rnbursernent v*^ill likely be ensured by the use of meters,, 
engineering studies, or by the host being able to break out 
support costs by tenant, as was observed at Naval Station 
Newport- The appropr i at eness of ai v'ci rnbu-rsernent , on the 



other hand, is la-rgely determined by i nt er pret d ng 

reg ul at ions. Nisi nt er pret at i ng r'egul at i ons and simp) 1 e 

confusion over poorly w«orded regulations av'e inevitable. 
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HovNiever, ba^ed on the data, it appea-rts that disputes will 
occur infrequent ly and be resolved in a professional manner. 

3- The Pet errn i nat i on of Cost Savings 

Enough variation exists in the V‘jay field managers at 
different i nst al 1 at i ons are determining cost savings that 
the two questions posed in Chapter IV warrant additional 
study- The urgency for these studies is .dependc-?nt on 
v^lhether the DRI3 Databank is retained or whether the Navy 
elects to establish its own databank- If cost savings are 
going to be used as a rneasuv^e of the effectiveness of the 
DRIS Program, or any program for consol i dat i on of base 
suppov't services, then it is worth the time and effort to 
ensure the savings reported are accurate and complete.. 

4. The Character of Field Managers 

Finally, the researcher' VMas impressed by the dedi- 
cation and knowledge of the field managers interviewed, and 
feels that these character ist ics would be common to most 
other field managers at Navy shore i nst a 1 1 at i ons. However, 
another common chairact er ist ic is that, given the reality of 
the various situations, ISSP adrninistrat ion must compete 
with other tasks- It is also felt that most field managers 
would probably benefit from formal trEiining, such as the 
DRIS Course. 

5. The Value of ISSPs 

The reseav^cher believes it is important to have 
current ISSPs for three reasons- First, to formally specify 
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the types and levels of services a host agrees to provide a 
tenant. Second, to document the costs of providing 

services- Third, to fov'rnally specify the re i rnbursernent s 
that will be paxid to the host in return for those services. 
In light of these observat i ons, the value of an ISSPi lies i vi 
its usefulness as a contract between two activities. 

B . RECOMMENDPlT I ONS 

The following recomrnendat i ons for the i rnprovernent of 
ISSP adrninistrat ion are rnade- 

1 . ISSfis Should Be Regarded Prinuarilv As Contracts 

Currently, ISSPls serve as contracts between hosts 
and tenants, and as a vehicle for reporting the effective- 
ness of the DRIS Progv^arn (measured in tev^ms of cosst 
savings). Field managers should be held responsible 

primarily for adrninistrat ing ISSPis as contracts. In this 
regard, the respons i b i 1 i t es of the host and tenant 

activities should be clearly specified- Once the ISE-)iT has 
been signed, it should be reviewed and updated only when 
either-' party has a need to change it. 

^ - I S‘3Pi P d rn i n i s t rat i o'n Sh o u 1 d Be P) Full Time Job 

Ideal I'y, each i nst a 1 1 at i ori should have o’ne indivi- 

dual designated to administrate ISSP’is- This person would be 
responsible for prepari'ng the ISSH, acting as the point of 
contact for teriant activities, and performing revicn-^s and 
updates, as necessav^y- This pe'rson should not be 
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resporisi ble for det errn i n i ng 



cost savings unless he or she 



has been formally trained to do so- 

^ - DRIS Program Po 1 i cy-Makers Should Evaluate the 
Future Use of Cost Savinas 

Spec i f i ca 1 1 y , a decision should be made whether cost 
savings will continue to be used as a measure of the 
effectiveness of the DRIS Progv^arn. If the decision is yes, 
then a standard methodology fov“- determining cost savings 
should be pv'omul gated to the field managers- 

C- RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Since this study concent rat ed on the host perspective, a 
follow-up study that focused on the adrn i n i st rat i on of ISSjP.s 
by field managers at tenant activities is a logical next 
step- The e s e a r c ? h q i.i e s t i n s w o u 1 d be i d e i ’i t i c a 1 t o t h o c 
posed for this study, except that the views of tenant 
activity field managers v-jould be gathered- 

Another worthwhile study would be to compare the 
services being provided by two different host act i v i t i g:/s : 
one that is reporting cost savings and one that is not. The 
purpose of this study would be to determine whether or not 
the services being provided by the activity not reporting 
cost savings are identical to those being reported by an 
activity that is reporting cost savings- If so, then 
insights may be gained into how a standard methodology fov' 
determining cost savings could be constructed- 
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(^^PPENDIX P: 



DEFINITIONS 



Unless otherwise noted, the definitions below were 
excerpted from DOD 4000. 19R (DRIS Regulations). 

Qvoi dance Savings . The amount by which an approved 
budget plan (FYDP, President’s Budget, enacted appropri^i— 
t i on ) wou 1 d have been h i gher wit hout a part i cu 1 ar management 
ac t i on . P vo i d ance sa v i n g s will not be cr ed i t ed t o t h e D R I S' 

savings t ar' g e t s « 

Budget Savinas . The amount by which a pr'eviously 

approved budget plan (FYDP, Pv'esident’s Budget, enacted 
appropr i at i on ) has been reduced as a result of a par-ticular 
mana gemen t act i on . B ud get sa v i n g s f v’'om bot h i nt er'serv i cc 
and intrase?rvie agreements will be credit ied to curv'ent year 
DRIS savings targets- 

Cornrnon— Serv i ce . Monre i rnbursab 1 e sev'vice that has been 

di'rected or agreed upon between or among DOD Components at 
the depa’rt merit a 1 level, such as medical and dental c^ire, 
telephone sev^vice, operation of facilities, and rnc-?als 
provided to enlisted members. 

Defense Pqencies . P term vsihich collectively describes 
the following or gan i zat i ons : Defense Pdvanced Research 

Projects Pgency, Defense Cornrnun i cat i ons Pgency, Defense 
Contract Pud it Pgency, Defens,e Intelligence Pgency, Defense 
I nvest i gat i ve Service, Defense Legal Services Pgency, 
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Defense Logistics Pgency, Defense Mapping /ngency, Defense 
Nuclear Pgency, Defense Security f'lssi stance ftgericy, £xnd the 
National Security Pgency /Cent ra 1 Security Service CRef. IE’, 
p p . 1 1 - 1 £• 3 - 

POP Component s , P term which collectively describes the 
following or gan i eat i ons c the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense, the Military Depart rnent s, the Organ i ::at i on of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Unified and Specified Commands, 
and the Defense Rgencies CRef. 5, p» E:S"-Pi -‘E’— 1 3 « 

POD DR IS Program fid mi ni str^^^t or . The designated indivi’- 
dual responsible for overa 1 1 adrn i n i st v'at i on of the DOD DRIB 
Program. 

E X ec ut 1 ve Coord i na t i n q P> q en t . T h e r*' e p r e s e n t a t i v e c> f fc li e- 
headquart CVS of thE^ DOD or non-~*DOD Component SG^-rving as the 
central single point of contact for his or hev' Component on 
all policy, coord i nat i on, and promotional matters that 
re 1 c^t e t o h i s or her area of respons i b i 1 i t y concern i ng t he 
DR I S Program. 

Faci lit ics . The physical pUE<nt encompassing land c\rid 
i rnprovement s t heret o on DOD i nst all at i ons 1 easecJ , ov^ ot her— 
wise controlled, by DOD Components. Such fEicilities include 
buildings or other structures and real property iv”istalled 
eq u i pment (such as a i r cond i t i on i ng eq u i prnent , f i xed f i re 
p r ot ec t i on eq u i prnent , p) 1 urn b i n g , arid ot her s i rn i 1 ar 

equipment). 
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idross r^ddit ional Costs, 



Iricv^eass in direct and indirect 



cost of the operation of the supplier as a result of provid- 
ing new or additional support to the receiver- 

I nt erserv i ce Support , Support pv^ovided by one federal 
agency or subdivision thereof to another federal agency or 
subdivision thereof v-jhen at least one of the part i c i pat i ng 
agencies ov' subdivisions is the Department of Dc^fense or. a 
DOD Cornponenb- 

M i 1 i t a r v D e p a r" t m e rt t s » ft t ev‘'m wh i ch co 1 1 ect i vc 1 y des 

cr i bes the f o 1 1 o w i n g or g an i z a t i ons s Depart rn en t o f t h e Hr my 
Department of the Navy, and the Department of the ftir Force 
CRef- 1£, pp- 6-1 ID. 

hi i 1 i t a r v S e r v i c e s - ft t e r rn w f i i c h c c« 1 1 e c t i v c 1 y d e s c i b e s 
the follov-jing organ i zat i ons : the U- S- ftrrny, the U- Navy, 

the U. S. Narine Corps, and the U. S- ftir Force- 

Net Identifiable Costs , ft supplier’s gros>s additional 
cost less nonreimbursable support costs and value of 
resources provided by the receiver. The resultant is the 
value o f r e? i m b ij. r s a b 1 e s u p) p c«r t , 

Retail Interservice Support - S p p r t a c c c« rn p 1 i s h e d a b 
t he post , i nst all at i on , and base 1 eve 1 , and bet ween opev^at — 
ing commands with resources that are av^xilable to the 
installation commander CRef- 5, p. £S-ft-2-6:Il . 

Savi n qs . ftny reduction in expense, time, labor, or 
material expressed in dolla\rs. Savings are classified as 
budget savings or avoidance savings. 
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Defense Logistics Pgency, Defense Mapping figency., Defense 
Nuclear figency, Defense Security Plssistaxnce PlgcY'icy, and the 
National Security Hgency /Cent ra 1 Security Service ilRef. IS;, 

4> 

pp- 11-1 SD- 

DOD Components , P term which collectively describes the 
following or gan i zat i ons s the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, the Military Depart rnent s, the Organization of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Unified and Specified Commands, 
and the Defense Agencies CRef- 5, p- SS-P-S- 1 H - 

POD DRIS Pronr-arri Pdrn i ni st r^-tt or , The designated indivi- 
dual responsible for overall adrn i n i st r'at i on of the DOD DRIS 
Pro gram - 

Executive Coordinating Piqent , The represent at i ve of thc^ 
headquarters of the DOD ov' non-DOD Component serving as the 
central single point of contact for his or her Component on 
all po 1 i cy , coor d i nat i on, and pr ornot i ona 1 mat t ers that 
relate to his or her av'ea of respons i b i 1 i t y concerning the 
DRIS 'Prograrn- 

Faci 1 it ies u The physical plant encompassing land c^nd 
i mpv‘'overnent s thereto on DOD i nst al 1 at i ons leased, ov' other'- 
V) i se cont ro lied, by DOD Component s- Such f ac i 1 1 1 i es i nc 1 udc 
buildings or- other structures and real property installed 
equipment (such as air cond i t i on i ng equipment, fixed fi*re 
pr'otection equipment, p)lurnbing, and other similar 

eq u i p rnent ) . 
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bross f^dd i t i ona 1 Costs, 



Increase in di-rect and indiv'ect 



cost of the operation of the supplier as a result of provid- 
ing new or additional support to the receiver'. 

Int erser'vice Support . Support pv'ovided by one federal 
agency or subdivision thereof to another fedev'al agency or 
subdivision thereof when at least one of the part ic i pat i ng 
agencies or' subdivisions is the Department of Defense or a 
DOD Component . 

Mil it ary Departments . ft ter'rn which collectively des- 
cribes the following or gan i zat i ons : Department of the ftrrny, 

Department of the Navy, and the Department of the ftiv' Force 
CRef. 12, pp. 6-in. 

Military Sev^ vices . ft t errn wh i ch co 1 1 ect i ve* 1 y dc?scr i bes 
the following organ! zat i ons : the U. S. ftrrny, the U« S.. Navy, 

the U. S. Marine Corps, and the U- S. ftir Force. 

Met Identifiable Costs . ft supplier’s gross additiorial 
cost less nonr'e i rnbursab 1 e support costs and value of 
resources provided b'y the v'eceiver. The resultant is th’e 
value of reimburrsable support. 

Retail Interservice Support . S <.i p p «i' r t a c c' c« rn pi i s h e d a t 

the post, i nst a 1 1 at i on, and base level, and between opev’'at- 
ing commands with resources that are available to the 
installation commander CRef. 5, p. CS-ft-C-E'U . 

5a V i n qs . ftny reduction in expense, time, labor, or 
rnaterial expressed in dollars. Savings are? classified as 
budget savings o'r avoidance savings. 
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APPENDIX B: 



FORNAT FOR FIELD MANAGER INTERVIEWS 



Interviews with managers were sern i —struct ured in 
nature^ The questions presented below provided a working 
fratrnework for the interview.;; deviations from the prepared 
list of questions were made in order to follow up on points 
of interest or to secure an elaboration from the person 
be i n g i nt erv i ewed - 

(1) Whait is your educational background? 

( E ) W h at is y •!' u r*' c i_i r r e n t G S R t i n g ? 

(3) How long hasve you been in your present job"' 

( 4 ) D y o u k n c» w t h e ri u rn b e r C' f I S S A s at this c rn rn a n d ? 

(5) Can you provide an estimate? of how rnatny are up to 
date? 

(6) How much time^, on a monthly basis, do you estimate 
you spend on the adrn i n i st rat i on of ISGAs? 

(7) a- Who actually estimates the costs of a 

re i rnburseab 1 e serv i ee? 
b« What proceduv^e is used? 

(3) Does the command ever compute cost savings and record 
those savings on the ISSA? If so, how are cost 
savings computed? If not, why not? 

(10) a- Have there been any instances where a dispute haxs 
arisen ovc-r i nt er pret at i on of the sev^vice 
descriptions in an ISSA? That is, have there 



been any inGtancGB where a dispute has arisen 



over int erpret ing the character and/ov^ level of 
services a host is to provide Ei tennant? 
b« How av^e (were) disputes resolved? 

(11) What difficulties have you encount ered in p>reparing 
or adrn i ni st rat i ng ISSHs? 

(1£!) P;re there any i mprovernent s in the host-tenant prograrn 
you would like to see or any issues you feel need to 
b e r e s o 1 v e d ? 

(13) Have you had any formal DRIS training? 

(14) What quest ion (s) — if any — have I not asked thrab I 
should have? 
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